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PREFACE. 


The adherents of the Papacy arc bestiring themselves, 
and vigorously applying all their energies and resources 
in disseminating their princijdes, and gaining over pro¬ 
selytes to their cause. India, but Calcutta in parti¬ 
cular, has within a few years been visited by a number 
of Jesuits—a class of men, as all history testifies, who 
will not hesitate to use aii}'^, or every means, to accom¬ 
plish their ends. Though Calcutta be the principal 
point from which they have commenced a vigorous 
attack upon Protestantism and Bible Christianity, their 
efforts are not confined to the Metropolis. TJieir emis¬ 
saries are to be found in our hospitals, and in our jails, 
among our native Christians, and in our military sta¬ 
tions. In the Mofussil they arc hot idle ; they have 
insinuated themselves into private families, spread religi¬ 
ous dissension in the barrack-room, and caused conten¬ 
tions among those who heretofore were living in peace 
and quietness. 

From one of these stations, the following note was 
received by the Editor of the Calcutta Christian Advo¬ 
cate :— 


A aUERY. 


To the Editor of the Calcutta Christian Advocate, 

Sir, —I shall feel ol)iige(l by your giving the following question 
a place in your valuable pajier :— 

“ Why is the consecrated Bread and Wine not in verity and 
truth the real body and blood of Christ ? Is it impossible for Jesus 
(who fed thousands with a few loaves and fishes, turned water 
into wine, raised the dead, and performed cures by his word or 
touch), to have converted the bread and wine at the last Bupper 
into his own jksh and blood; and after commanding his disciples 
to do likewise (and ^lio also received power from the Holy Ghost), 
why does not Bread and Wine, by their consecration, or that of 
ministers their successors, become likewise the real flesh and blood 
of Christ 


Yours, 

An Enquirer. 



IV 


Ill reply to the inquiry of our respectable and sincere 
correspondent^ the following remarks were written on 
the doctrine of Transubstantiation and the Mass. 

The articles on this subject which appeared in the 
Advocate,, are now reprinted in the form of a Pamphlet, 
with a view to enable such of our Christian readers as 
are not sufficiently conversant with the dangerous doc¬ 
trines of Popery, to resist the attempts of the Man of 
Sin. All we require from Papists themselves, if any 
such should read this tract, is a patient and candid 
hearing, with an honest determination to follow, by the 
blessing of God, truth wherever they find it. We 
speak as to wise men, judge ye what wc say.^^ 



. TRANSUBSTANTIATION. 

PART I. 

Transubstantiation Contrary to Scripture. 

At a time like the present, when Popery is lifting up 
its head on high, and when its emissaries are busy, by 
every means fair or foul, in gaining over proselytes to their 
party, 13i!>le Christians ought to be well instructed in the 
subjects in dispute between tliemselves and Roman Catho¬ 
lics f that they may be prepared to repell as well the insi- 
dius efforts, as the open attacks of the Man of Sin, in what¬ 
ever form he may appear. Transubstantiation is one of the 
hulvvarks of the Papal system. It has no foundation either 
in Scripture or reason ; it is supported only by the assum¬ 
ed infallibility of the Romish Church. There are not a few 
intelligent Roman Catholics who would get rid of it, if they 
could, but it is so distinctly taught in their formularies, by the 
bulls of Popes, and especially by the council of Trent, that it 
is impossible to explain it away : they must receive it in all its 
nakedness and literality, otherwise they are, according to 
their Church, exposed to eternal condemnation. The doc¬ 
trine is so opposed to common sense, that were it not for the 
most indubitable evidences to the contrary, we should doubt 
that any man could believe it. That the priest has the dele¬ 
gated power to change the substance of the bread used in the 
Kucharist, mto flesh —that the piece of bread which the papist 
sees, tastes, smells, and handles, is not bread, but the real 
body, soul and divinity of Christ, are incongruities so aston¬ 
ishing, as ill the view of common sense not to require a seri¬ 
ous refutation. According to this doctrine, the Roman 
Catholic swallows Ins Maker, receives into his stomach not 
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bread, but the body of Christ, which by dei>lutition, and diges- 
tion becomes parts of bis own body ! Such is the doctrine 
of the Eucharist as held by the Church of Rome, and such 
are the legitimate consequences which flow from it. This 
we shall proceed to prove. •So difficult do Papists find the 
tusk of replying to the objections brought against this doc¬ 
trine, that they are ever and anon complaining of their oppo¬ 
nents for misstating the doctrine of their Church. We are 
anxious to do them all the justice we can, to attribute no 
sentiment to them which they do not maintain, and therefore, 
although it will occupy more of our space than we can well 
afford, we shall state the doctrine in their own words. The 
doctrinal decrees of the Council or Tient are held as an 
infallible authority by Roman Catholics. The following, as 
defined by that council is the doctrine of Transubstantiation. 

** In the sacrament of the Eucharist, after tlie consecn'ition of 
the bread and wine, our Lord Jesus (Mirist, true God and true 
Man, is, truly and really and substantially, contained, under the 
species of those sensible objects: so that, immediately after con¬ 
secration, the true body and the true blood of our Lord, together 
j with his soul and divinity, exist under the species of bread and 
wine: for by the very force of the words themselves, the Ijlood 
exists under the species of the wine ; and the body, under the 
species of the bread. Rut, furthermore, by virtue of that natural 
<?onnection and concondtanco, through which the parts of the 
Lord, after his resurrection from the dead, are mutually joined 
together, the body cxivSts under the species of the wine, tlie blood 
exists under the species of the bread, and the soul exists under 
the species both of the biead and the wine. The divinity, more¬ 
over, on account of its admirable hypostatic union with the body 
and tlie soul, similarly exists alike under each species. Wherefore, 
under each species and under both species, so much as even the 
whole is contained. For the entire Christ exists both under the 
specify of bread, and under each particle of that species : and the 
entire Christ exists both under the species of wdne, and under all 
the particles of that species, jtlence, througl^ the consecration of 
the bread and wine, there takes place a conversion of the wliole 
substance of the bread into the substance of the body of our Lord 
Christ, and of the whole substan.o of the wine into the substance 
of his blooJ : which conversion is properly and conveniently de¬ 
nominated Transubstantiation.’** 

Again, in a Catechism for the use of all tlie Churches in the 
French empire, published in 1806, with the Poj e’s authority, 
are the fullow’ing questions and answers. 

* Concil TreJent. 8ess. XXUI. C. 1, 3, 4, 3. Can. 1, 2, 3, 4. 
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*‘Q. What is the sacrament of tlie Eucharist ? A. 'I’hc Eu¬ 
charist is a sacrament which contains reaUy and substaniialbf the 
body, blood, soul, and divinity, of our Lord Jesus Christ, under 
the forms or appearance of bread and wine. Q. What is at hrst 
put on the altar, and in the chalice,? Is it not bread and wine ? 
A. Yes: and it continues to be bread and wine////Me’ 
pronounces the wo?'ds of consecration. Q. What intliience havi' 
these words? A. TJje bread is changed into the body, and the 
wine into the blood, of our Lord. Q. Does nothing of the bread 
and vine remain ? A. Notliing of them remains except the forms.” 

The re is a little work now Ivin< 2 ^ before us, just published in 
Calcutta, and written in most bari)arous Bengali. It is entitled 
the Bengal Catholic Manual, published, as it states, by order 
of His Grace the most llev. Dr. Carew, &c. &c., in which the 
same doctrine is distinctly stated. The title of the section 
on the Lord's Supper may suffice to shew this. Tlie heading 
is thus expressed : Concerning the Euchaiist,*’ that is the 
eating of the holy body of Jesus Christ ? 

Hence it is evident that the Church of Ron# maintains 
that the bread and wine used in the Lord's Supper, are no 
longer bread and wine after consecration,* but the body, soul 
and divinity of Christ. This is believed by ail good Papists; 
Thus Dr. Milner says, “ It is well known that Ortiholics’ 
believe that when Christ took the bread and gave it to his 
apostles, saying this is my body, he clianged the bread into his 
body, which change is called 'rransuhstaiitiatiun."— Milner's 
End of R. Controversy, Letter 3G. 

On the other hand, Protestants generally, agreeably to Scrip¬ 
ture and common sense, maintain that the elements of bread and 
wine remain after consecration what they appear to our senses 
to be, i. e. really bread and wdne ; but that Christ, according to 
bis own declaration, is really and truly present, not after a 
carnal but after a spiritual manner, so that hy faiths the w’orthv 
communicants receive and apply to themselves Christ crucified 
and all the benefits of his death.f The question then betweeu 
the Papists and ourselves in regard to this matter, is simply this, 
are the bread and wine used in the Lord’s Supper so changed 
after consecration, that they cease to be what they appear 
to our senses, and become reallv and substantially the 

* We may here slate that we do not use this and similar terms, 
because we believe them to be the most appropriate, but for tlie suke 
of convenience, and because they are generally understood. 

f Vide Westmiustei* Assembly’s Larger Catechism, Questions lljt' 
and 170. 
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body, soul, nnd divinity of Christ, so that the communicant 
receives into his mouth not bredd, but human flesh —not wine 
but blood. Papists maintain the affirmative ; Protestants deny 
it ns unscriptural and contradictory. 

Let us examine this matter in detail. The Lord’s Supper, 
or as it is called by some the Eucharist, was instituted the 
night in which Jesus was betrayed. The words of the insti¬ 
tution are these : “ And as they were eating, Jesus took bread 
and blessed it, and break it, and gave it to the disciples, and 
said, take eat; this is my body. And he took the cup and 
gave thanks, and gave it to them saying, drink ye all of it, 
for this is my blood of the New Testament, which is shed 
for many for the remission of sin/* Matt. xxvi. 26—28, also 
Mark xiv. 22—25, Luke xxii. 19, 20. 

Papists understand the words “ body, blood” in their life- 
ral and physical sense—we take them in their figurative and 
spiritual sense, and we do so for the following reasons: 

1. The ^pist interpretation is irrational and contradictory. 
If we suppose it tru€f then it inevitably follows that our 

^blessed Lord, held his own body in his own hands, break it, 
nd gave it to his disciples—that while the disciples looked 
Upon him Rua spoke to him, Ins body was at the same time ofi 
the table, in the hands of some, and in the moutlis of others ! 
—that his blood was shed before it was shed, that his body was 
broken before be suffered on the cross, and while he was vet 

w 

in the chamber with the disciples !! But it is needless to 
enlarge on such contradictions, we shall for the present, say 
no more on this point, as we intend to return to the subject, 
and to show the impossibility of the doctrine of Transubstan- 
tiation, as contradictory to our reason and to the evidence 
of our senses. 

2. Figurative expressi-'ns are common to all languages ; 
such indeed is the paucity oi words strictly commensurate with 
the ideas we intend to exptoss, that we can give utterance but 
to few thoughts without using words in a tropical or figura¬ 
tive sense. Thus, for instance, the terms employed in moral 
and mental science, are all n.ore or less used in a figurative 
sense. The learned have laid down several rules applicable 
to figures of speech, but the principle which is applicable to 
the case before us, and to ail similar case?, is level to the 
meanest capacity, it is felt and acted on by all in every nation. 
It may be thus expressed “ a literal meaning of words is not 
to be taken if such meaning be either improper, or impossi- 



iJle, or contradictory.’' Or in other words, “ that in disco¬ 
vering the sense of a passoge, whether tropical or literal, we 
should not divest ourselves of common sense, reason, or the 
knowledge previously derived from experience and reflection. 
This is a principle acknowledged, and acted upon by Papists 
themselves, it has indeed been laid down as a canon of Bihli<* 
cal interpretation by the learned among them, and applied by 
them as. well as Protestents in all instances except the one now 
under consideration, therefore, according to this rule applica¬ 
ble to all languages, their interpretation is untenable. To 
show the incongruity of their mode of interpretation, let us 
use a homely illustration. Suppose we were to point to the 
group of statues in the southern entrance of the Town Hall, 
and say ** this marble figure is a Hindu Pandit,—that figure 
is a Musalman Maulavi,” would any man in his senses imagine 
that the words used meant, these statues were living, active, 
rational beings ? The Papist’s belief, however, is just as 
irrational. His priest puts a piece of bread or a.wafer into 
his mouth, he smells it, sees it, tastes it, handles it, yet he 
believes that it is not bread, it is, says his Church, the body, 
soul and divinity of Christ. 

3. This figurative mode of expression is not only common 
to all language, hut what is more to our present piirf)ose, the 
Bible in particular is fall of it. The Scriptures of the Old and 
New Testament abound with figiuative expressions similar to 
those used by our Lord on the night in which he was betrayed. 
Thus God is calh d “ a rock, a sun, a shield, a strong tower,” 
he. Our Lord in like manner says ** I arn the vine,” tlie “ door,” 
the “ way,” the ** life,” the “ resurrection,” &c. His people 
are called '' the branches,” “ his sheep,” the ** members of his 
body,” but it is needless to multiply examples. Why do not 
Papists interpret these and similar passages literally, and why 
do they apply a principle of interpretation to such passages, 
which they refuse to use, wlien our Lord savs *‘this is inv body.” 
VVe are persuaded that they can give no rational account of 
this, except that their Church has so taught, and therefore 
tliey must believe the doctriife, however irrational or absurd. 
That our readers may perceive tlie miserable shifts to w'hich 
Papists are put when attempting to account for their mode 
of interpretation ; we call their attention to the ftdlowing 
quotation from Dr, Milner, the modern champion of Popery. 

“ I grant, says he, that Christ makes use of metaphors, when he 
calls himself a door and a vine; but then he explains that they are 
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metaphors, by saying, I am the door : by me if any man enter he 
shall be saved^ John x. 9; and again, J am the vine^ you the 
branches ; he that abideth in me, and I in him, beareth much fruit; 
for without me you can do nothing. John xv. 6. But, in the insti¬ 
tution of the Sacrament, though he was then making his last will, 
and bequeathing that legacy to his children, which, in his promise 
of it, he had assured them should be meat indeed and drink m- 
deed; not a word falls from him to signify that his legacy is not 
to be understood in the plain sense of the terms he makes use of/' 

The lameness of this explanation must be palpable to every 
reader. The reason why the Dr. takes these passages figura¬ 
tively is (as he says), because Christ explains the metaphor. 
Thus, our Saviour says, “ I am the door," and then adds, by 
me if any man enter in, he shall be saved how this latter 
clause explains the figure in the former is very mysterious. 
Might we not with equal propriety assert, that when our Saviour 
said, this is my blood," we understand him figuratively, be¬ 
cause he explains the metaphor* by saying “ drink -ye all of it." 
Our inference is just as legitimate as the Doctor’s. But if the 
Papist should object and say that the expression ** door" in John 
X. 9, must not be taken literally, because it is impossible for 
us to enter into Christ literally as through a door; in the 
same manner, we reply, it was impossible for his disciples to 
drink his blood before it was shed, and whilst he was yet stand¬ 
ing before them. We shall quote only another passage in 
point under this head. In Matt. viii. 21, 22, it is written. 

And another of his disciples said unto him, Lord, suffer me 
iirst to go and bury my father. But Jesus said unto him, 
follow me, and let the dead bury their dead** Does our Lord 
here mean to say that those who are literally dead should 
bury their dead ? If not, on what principle do Papists take 
this and similar passages except on the principle 

for which we contend, and which is universally applicable, for 
here assuredly our Lord does not “ explain the metaphor ?" 

4. But we have another unanswerable objection to the 
doctrine of Transubstantiation. According to the Popish 
doctrine, the bread and wine used in the Eucharist, cease to 
he s^ch; they are, on being consecrated, changed into the 
body, soul and divinity of Christ. This assertion, we hesitate 
not to say, directly contradicts the express declarations of 
Scripture. If these remarks should fall int^ the hands of any 
Homan Catholic, we beg to call his particular attention to 
this point, that he may see the evident discrepancy between 



tlie declarations of our blessed Lord, and the doctrine of the 
Romish Church in regard to this matter. The Church of 
Rome asserts, that the bread and wine are changed, each of 
them, into the real body and blood of Christ, so that they no 
longer exist as bread and wine. Our Lord and the apostle 
Paul assert directly the contrary. This may appear startling 
to some Papists, who are in the habit of believing whatever 
the priest teaches, without examining into the grounds or 
reasons of their faith. It is nevertheless true, and we re¬ 
quest our Roman Catholic readers in particular, if they have 
any doubt as to the correctness of our authorized English 
version of the Scriptures, to consult the Latin vulgate, the 
version approved by their own Church. But to the proof. 

At the institution of the Eucharist, after our Lord had 
prayed and givA thanks, or in the language of Popery, conse¬ 
crated it, he gave the bread, and then the cup saying “ drink 
ye all of it,’* Matt. xxvi. 26, 27 ; but in verse 29th, it is 
added. “ But I (that is Christ) say unto you, I will not drink 
henceforth of this fruit of the vine, until that day when I 
drink it new with you in my Father’s kingdom;” see also to 
the same purpose, Mark xiv. 25. It matters not for our pre¬ 
sent purpose, what we understand by the expression my 
Father’s kingdom,” in the latter clause of this passage. In 
regard to its meaning we may, or we may not agree with our 
opponents, that does not affect the matter now under consider¬ 
ation. The point before us is this, viz., that after consecra¬ 
tion, and after the disciples had received the cup, our Lord 
calls the liquor contained in it, the fruit of the vine, surely 
language cannot be more plain than this. Yet the Church 
of Rome says it was not then wine, it was blood, yea the very 
body, soul and divinity of Christ ! ! Can contradiction be more 
plain, palpable, and distinct? 

Again we find from the Epistles addressed to the Corin¬ 
thians, that great evils had crept into the Church of Co¬ 
rinth. Among other evils, they desecrated the Lord’s Supper, 
and for this they are sharply reproved by St. Paul. He 
gives them an account of the original institution of the Lord’s 
Supper, and tells them, that the instruction he now delivered 
to them, he had from Chiist himself. His words are these, 

1 Cor. xi. 23. For 1 have received of the Lord that which 
also I delivered unto you. That the Lord Jesus, the same 
night in which he was betrayed, took bread : 

24. And, when he had given thanks, he brake it, and said. 
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Take, eat; this is my body, which is broken for you : this do 
in remembrance of me, 

25. After the same manner also /le took the cup, when he 
had supped, saying, This cup is the new testament in my 
blood : this do ye, as oft as ye drink it, in remembrance of me. 

26. For as often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, 
ye do shew the Lord’s death till he come. 

27. Wherefore, whosoever shall eat this bread, and drink 
this CUP of the Lord, unworthily, shall be guilty of the body 
and blood of the Lord. 

28. But let a man examine himself, and so let him eat of 
that BREAD, and drink of that cup. 

In this passage we find that the Apostle Paul expressly 
calls the elements after consecration bread and wine* He 
does not say, according to the Papist doctrine, whosoever 
shall eat this body and drink this blood,” but whosoever shall 
eat this breads and drink this cup, &c.” and not only so, but the 
materials used are called bread and cup three times in the 
above passage. What shall we say to this .Are we to 
believe the Apostle of the Gentiles, or are we to believe the 
Church of Rome ? for in this matter tliey are directly opposed 
to each other. There is one other passage which Roman 
Catholic writers are in the habit of quoting in favour of their 
doctrine. So difficult, however, have they found the task of 
explaining away tlie metaphorical language employed, that 
they are not agreed among themselves as to the just inter¬ 
pretation of the passage. It is the discourse of our Lord 
to his disciples and the Jews at Capernaum, which is record¬ 
ed in John vi. 22—65. In this passage, because such expres¬ 
sions as “ except ye eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink 
his blood, ye have no life in you,” are used, our Lord means to 
say, according to Papists, that unless we literally swallow his 
body and blood, we cannot be saved ! or according to popish 
phraseology, unless we manducate, that is chew his flesh. 
To this literal interpretatioii of the passage, great and insur¬ 
mountable objections have been made by Protestant writers, 
which have never yet been fairly met, it is unnecessary for 
us to repent them. A Carcr«il perusal of the passage will 
show, that our Lord explained his meaning and taught his 
disciples the import of the metaphorical language he used. 
It is evident that his own disciples, as well as the other Jews, 
did understand him literally, and therefore, they murmured 
and said, This is a hard saying who can hear it.” But our 
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Lord imraediatelv corrects their mistake, and tells them 

¥ 

in explanation of his meaning. ** It is the Spirit that quick- 
eneth; the flesh profiteth nothing; the words that I speak 
unto you they are spirit and they are life.'* So that this pas¬ 
sage, so far from proving the point the Papists wish to 
establish, is, we apprehend, directly against them. Papissts 
are very fond of quoting the authority of the leathers, in 
favour of the doctrines of their Church; now, although w^e 
do not submit to their authority as judicious interpreters of 
Scriptures, our opponents cannot in fairness object to our 
quoting the opinions of those whom they so much venerate. 
How do the Fathers then interpret this passage, John v. 
22 —63, Their interpretation coincides with the Protestant 
one, and is directly contrary to the Romish. Passages in proof 
of this assertion have been frequently quoted by Protestants, 
from the works of Tertullian, Augustine, Athanasius and 
others. We shall give one })assage as a specimen,it is from the 
woiks of Athanasius, discoursing of this passage, he says :— 

“ When our Lord conversed on the eating of his body, and 
when he thence beheld many scandalized, he forthwith added, 
Ooth this offend you? What if yc shall behold the Son of Man 
ascending where he was before ? it is the spirit that quickeneth : 
file flesh profiteth nothing. The words which I speak unto you 
are spirit and life. Hoth these matters, the flesh and the spirit, 
he said respecting himself: and }je distinguished the spirit from 
the flesh, in order to teach men, that his sayings are not carnal 
but spiritual. For to how many persons, think you, could his 
body have literally been food ,* so that it might become the aliment 
of tho whole world ! But, that he might turn away their minds 
from carnal cogitations, and that they might learn that the flesh 
which he would give them was heavenly and spiritual food; he, 
on this account, mentioned tlie ascent of the Son of Man to hea¬ 
ven. The words, said he, which I speak unto you, are spirit and 
life. As if he had intimated : My body shall be given as food for 
the world ; but then h must be imparted to each one only after a 
spiritual manner, that so to all it may be an earnest of tlie lesur- 
rcction to eternal life.”* 

Equally explicit are the comments of otherancient writers on 
this passage, and these are the authorities which Papists pro¬ 
fess to acknowledge, this however is but a profession, carried 
into practice only when the carelessly expressed opinions of 
such writers can be so twisted, as to seem to support the pe¬ 
culiar dogmas of their own Church. 

* Athan, in Evan.Jyaniiis Oper. Vo\ I, 
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We trust that by this time, our readers will have seen, 
that the Romish doctrine of Traiisubstantiation, lias no found¬ 
ation whatever in Scripture, in fact that it is directly opposed 
to the declarations of our Lord and his Apostles. Here we 
iniffht with propriety dismiss the subject, for if Transub- 
stantiation be, as have shown, contrary to the word of 
God, it must be false and ought to be rejected. But our 
objections are not yet exhausted, we shall lor the benefit of 
our readers, show in the next place, that the doctrine is op¬ 
posed to the opinions of the Fathers, and that it was not 
received nor taught in the earliest ages of Christianity. 


PART II. 

Transubstantiation not taught by the Fathers. 

Roman Catholic ^Yriters are in the habit of appealing 
to the Fathers in proof of the doctrines maintained by their 
Church ; to their authority they profess to yield the greatest 
respect and reverence. As these venerable Fathers lived 
in the age next to the Apostles, they are according to the 
reasoning of our opponents, tlie best and safest expounders 
of Scripture doctrine, the most intelligent and judicious 
commentators. A position which is repudiated by learned 
Papists as well as others in regard to every science except 
that of Theology. It is admitted by the learned of all 
creeds, that the more a science is cultivated, and the longer 
time and the greater pains that are taken to collect, investi¬ 
gate, and classify its facts, and fix its princijdes, the better 
the science is understood, and the more extensivelv can it be 
applied for the good of Society, Succeeding ages have the 
advantage of the labours and discoveries of those who preced¬ 
ed them, and thus the boundaries of human knowledge arc 
constantly extending : unexpected discoveries are made, new 
facts are accumulated, correct principles are evolved, and old 
and false ones are exploded. Hence the human intellect, 
collectively, as well as i 'dividually, is from its nature, progres¬ 
sive, and it alwa)^s did, and must advance with a steady pace, 
except when its onward march is fin* a time retarded bv the 
interests of false policy and false religion. These are admit¬ 
ted truths in regard to all science exc'»pt Theoloiiy ; it is 
admitted, that all tlie sciences cultivated in the present day 
are more generally known, and better understood, than they 
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were among the ancients. But why a principle which is 
almoet self-evident when applied to secular knowledge, should 
not hold good in regard to Theology is difficult to deternaine. 
The book of God, his holy word, is as open to the investiga¬ 
tion and study of his intelligent creatures, as the book of 
creation, or the book of providence. In the one case, as in 
the other, the more research, and labour, and enlightened in¬ 
tellect that are bestowed upon the study, the more knowledge, 
correct and useful, will he obtained. In latter ages in par¬ 
ticular, a flood of light has Ireen thrown on Scripture, by the 
discoveries of travellers, by the investigations of the learned 
in regard to the manners, and customs, and habits, of the 
Jews, and other eastern nations, and from other sources which 
it would he tedious to enumerate. Hence the just principles 
of interpretation are better understood, and Biblical criticism 
is conducted on a more rational and more intelligent system. 
The doctrines and principles of the Bible, are better known 
as the clouds of ignorance and prejudice are removed from 
the minds of men, and as events evolved from the womb of 
futurity, explain many parts of the sacred volume which are 
envelo])ed in obscurity. For these and other reasons, we 
maintain that learned and pious Theologians of the present 
day, are in a more advantageous position for expounding and 
illustrating the word of God, than were the so called Fathers; 
however much we may admire their piety, and respect them 
for their stedfastness amidst persecution, we ought to have 
but little confidence either in the correctness of their judg¬ 
ment, or ill the extent of their knt'wledge.* 

But it is said that the primitive Christians, and the teachers 
of Christianity particularly, received certain instructions in 
regard to doctrine and practice from the Apostles, generally 
called traditions, wliich were intended to be handed down 
from age to age for the benefit of the faithful. In reply, it is 
sufficient for the present to say, (and our declaration cannot 
be gainsaid) that such a statement is a mere assertion 
got up to serve a purpose. It has never been shown what 
tliese traditions are, or by whom, and to whom they were 
given. Until this is done, it is useless to argue on the sub¬ 
ject. 

* Those who wish to be informed on this point may consult “ An¬ 
cient Christianity," by the Author of Spiritual Despotism. See also 
some excellent papers on this subject in the Calcutta Christian Observ¬ 
er, for 184;^. 

C 
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We are thus, a priori, and without any knowledge of the 
writings of the Fathers, legitimately led to the conclusion, 
that writers placed in their circumstances are not the safest 
guides to the students of Theology. But we are not confined 
to this argument; that which we are led to expect from the 
reason of the case, has b^en abundantly proved by facts. The 
writings of the Fathers have been diligently and carefully 
studied, and it has been fully proved from their own works, 
that they are credulous, weak-minded, injudicious and ill-in¬ 
formed expounders of the Scriptures, and not only so, but that 
they contradict each other, and oft times contradict them¬ 
selves. We have been led into these remarks to show that 
we do not acknowledge the authority of the Fathers in mat¬ 
ters of faith. The Bible and the Bible alone, contains the 
religion of Protestants. It is evident however, that although 
the writings of the Fathers ought not to be regarded as autho¬ 
rities, in determining Scripture doctrine, yet their statements 
are of great value in determining what were the opinions and 
practices prevalent among the primitive Christians. Roman 
Catholic writers maintain that the doctrine of their Churuli, 
regarding the Eucharist, is the same as that pioposed by 
the Fathers. Protestants have not been slow to meet them 
on their own ground, and they have shown by copious ex¬ 
tracts from the writings of the Fathers, that they held the 
real but spiritual presence of Chiist in the Eucharist, and 
explained the words of the institution as Protestants do, ni a 
figurative, and not in a literal and physical sense. If it can 
then be shown that the doctrine of Transubstantiation was 
unknown among the ancient Christians, it necessarilv follows 
(since it has been already shown that it is not a doctiine of 
Scripture,)—that it’s a figment of modern times, an inven¬ 
tion, in fact, of Popery. 

W'e proceed, therefore, to meet the Papists on their own 
ground, and to show by extracts from the Fathers tliat they 
did not hold the doctrine of Transubstantiation, we quote 
the translation of a v'»*iter of uniinpeuchable integrity and 
honesty :— 

(1.) “Inasmuch,” says Clement of Alexandria, in the second 
century: “ luasuiuch as Christ declared, that the bread which I 
give you is my flesh ; and iiiasniuch as flesh is irrigated by blood ; 
therefore the wine is ai-iLbooricallit cai LtD blood. For the 
word IS ALLBGOEicALLY DESIGNATED b} niaiiy different names, 
such as meat, and flesh, and nourishment, and bread, and blood and 
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milk; for the Lord is all things for the enjoyment of us, who 
have believed in him. Nor let any one think that we speak 
strangely, when we say, that milk is allegorically called the 
blood of the Lord: for is not wine likewise allegoeicallt 
CALLED by the very same appellation? The Scripture, then, 
has named wine a mystic symbol of the Holy blood. For be 
well assured, that Christ also himself j^rtook of wine ; inasmuch 
as he also was a man. He moreovei^lessed the wine, saying, 
7'ake, drink; this is iny blood, the blood of the vine. The con¬ 
secrated liquor of exhilaration, therefore, allegorically represents 
the Word, who poured himself out on behalf of many for the re¬ 
mission of sins.'* 

( 2 .) “ God, in your gospel,” says Tertullian, who flourished at 
the latter end of the second, and at the beginning of the third cen¬ 
tury, “ has so revealed the matter, calling the bread his own body, 
that you may hence understand how he gave bread to be the 
figure of his own body: which body, conversely, the prophet has 
figuratively called bread, the Lord himself being afterward 
about to interpret this sacrament. For we must not call our 
senses in question, lest we should doubt respecting their fidelity 
even in the case of Christ himself. Because, if we question the 
fidelity of our senses, we might peradventure be led to say, that 
Christ delusively beheld Satan precipitated from heaven, or delu- 
sivedy heard the voice of his Father testif^dng of him, or was 
deceived when he touched Peter’s mother-in-law, or smelt a dif¬ 
ferent odour of the ointment which he received for his sepulture, 
or tasted a different flavour of the wine which he consecrated in 
memory of his own blood. Christ reprobated neither the water 
of the Creator with which he washes his people, nor the oil with 
which he anoints them, nor the fellowship of honey and milk with 
which he feeds them as infants, nor the bread by which he reprv 
senis his own body : for, even in his own sacraments, he needs the 
beggarly elements of the Creator.” 

(‘J.) “ By water,” says Cyprian, in the third century, speaking 
of the ancient custom of mingling water with wine in the eucharist: 
“By water, we perceive, that the people w intended; but, by 
wine, we may observe, that the blood of Christ is shown forth* 
Hence, when water is mingled with wine in the cup, the people 
are united to Christ and the whole crowd of believers are linked 
and joined to him in whom they have believed. For, if wine only 
be offered, the blood of Christ is without the people 4 and, if water 
only be offered, the people is without Christ. But, when both are 
mingled and united together, then the spiritual and heavenly sa¬ 
crament is complete.” 

(4.) “ With all assurance,” says Cyril, of Jerusalem, in the 
fourth century, “ let us partake as of the body and blood of Christ. 
For, under the type of bread, his body is given to thee ; and, under 
the type of wiue^ his blood is given to thee: that so thou mayest 

c 2 
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partake of the body and blood of Christ, being one body and one 
blood with him.” 

(5.) “ Under the name of flesh,” says Chrysostom in the fourth 
century, “ Scripture is wont alike to set forth both the mysteries 
and the whole church : for it says, that they are each the body of 
Christ. IVherefore, let there approach no Judas, partaking of 
the poison of iniquity; fo|^he Eucharist is spiritual food.” 

(6.) “ The Lord,” sayffhe great Augustine, in the tbnrth cen¬ 
tury, “ when he gave the sign of his body, did not doubt to say, 
This is my body. In the history of the New Testament, so great 
and so marvellous was the patience of our Lord, that, bearing 
with Judas, though not ignorant of his purpose, he admitted him 
to the banquet, in which he cominended and delivered to his dis¬ 
ciples the figure of his own body and blood. Christ instructed 
hU disciples, and said unto them, It is the spirit that quickeneth ; 
the flesh profiteth nothing. 'I'he words, which I speak unto you, 
are spirit and life. As if he had said : understand spiritualig 
what 1 have spoken. You are not about to eat this identical 
body, which you see; and you are 7iot about to drink this identical 
blood, which they who crucify me will pour out. On the contrary, 
I have commended a certain sacrament unto you, which will vivi¬ 
fy you if spiritually understood, I'hough it must be celebrated 
visibly, yet it must be understood invisibly.'’ 

(7.) “Certainly,” says Pope Gelasius in the fifth century, the 
sacraments of the body and blood of the Lord, which we receive, 
are a divine thing; because by these we are made partakers of 
the divine nature. Nevertheless, the substance or nature of the 
bread and wine ceases not to exist ; and, a>8uredly, the image and 
similitude of the body and blood of Christ are celebrated in the 
action of the mysteries.” 

(8.) “ The sacTament of adoption,” says Facundus, in the sixth 
century, “ may be called adoption: just as the sacrameut of the 
body and blood of Christ, which is in the consecrated bread and 
wine, we are wont to call his body and blood. Not^ indeed, that 
the bread is properly his body, or that the wine is property his 
blood, but because they contain the mystery of his body and 
blood within thcmselve.-'. Hence it was, that our Lord denomi¬ 
nated the Consecrated bi iad and wine, which he delivered to his 
disciples, his own body and blood.’’—Vide 'fbe Difliculties of 
Romanism, by G. S. Faber, B. D. pp. 82, 88, 84, 85. 

Passages to the same effect might be easily multiplied, but 
these we trust are sufficient to show, that the doctrine held by 
the Church of Rome was unknown to the Fathers. It will 
be observed, that they expressly state, tbj.t the bread and wine 
used in the Eucharist are allegorically o? figuratively called 
the body and blood of Christ, Hence then, the Fathers wliom 
Papists profess to follow, are directly against them in tiiis 
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matter. The Church of Rome has spared no labour, no in¬ 
genuity, nor sophistry, to force a different meaning from their 
words; still however there the passages stand, which she can 
neither gainsay nor explain away. 

Popish writers have indeed quoted several passages from 
these authors in support of their do^ane; these passages are 
so artfully selected, and so separat^Pfrom the context which 
would explain the author’s real meaning, as to impose upon 
the unwary reader. Some Protestants, as well as others 
we doubt not, have been misled by such garbled extracts, 
which appeared to support the doctrines maintained by their 
opponents. It would be unpleasant, and serve to excite angry 
feelings, were we to enter into a minute exposure of the 
Jesuitical tricks which are resorted to by such writers, who 
aim not to ascertain what the Fathers have said, but labour 
to make them speak a language consonant with their own 
doctrines. We wish not to excite the passions either of 
Protestants or Papists : we wish to address their reason and 
understanding, therefore we shall wave the exposure for the 
present. But how is it, it may be asked, that the authors 
quoted by Papists seem at least to support the doctrine taught 
by the Church of Rome ? Without reverting to what we have 
already hinted at, as to the unfairness with which the quota¬ 
tions are generally made, we state in reply, 1. That ancient 
Christian writers are generally very careless in regard to the 
language which they use to express their ideas, so that their 
real meaning is very easily misconstrued. 2. That these 
writers deal very largely in figurative and hyperbolical lan¬ 
guage, so that, if taken literally, they would often contradict 
their real and clearly expressed opinions. 

If these circumstances be duly considered, and allowed their 
proper weight, they will serve in no inconsiderable degree, to 
account for the apparent contradictions between the quotations 
made from the same writers, by Protestants and Papists. A 
man honestly in search of truth, and desirous to ascertain the 
real sentiments of the author whom he quotes, will not en¬ 
quire how far his author's opinions may be made to agree with 
his own, but will endeavour to discover hia real meaning, and 
interpret it accordinglv. 

It is one thing to show that our author may be so inter¬ 
preted, as to corroborate our own opinions, it is a different 
thing to ascertain what are his deliberate and distinctly stated 
sentiments. The former course is too often the resort of 

c 3 
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controvertists who have a system to uphold, or a purpose to 
serve, and ought to be severely reprobated. If we are deter- 
mined to make au author speak our own sentiments, it 
would be easy to quote passages from his works suited to our 
purpose, and which would so impose upon the generality of 
our readers as to make^em believe we had made out a case, 
although the author's ^rcll known sentiments are in direct 
opposition to those which he thus appears to maintain. Thus, 
in regard to the Eucharist, many passages might be quoted 
from Protestant authors who have written against the doctrine 
of transubstantiation, which nevertheless may be so stated 
as to appear to support that doctrine. Let us give but one in¬ 
stance of this, Calvin, on the Eucharist, says—I understand 
what is to be understood by the words of Christ; that he doth 
not only offer us the benefits of his death and resurrection, but 
his very body wherein he died and rose again. I assert that the 
body of Christ is really (as the usual expression is) that is truly 
given to us in the sacrament, to be the saving food of our souls,’' 
Might not a Roman Catholic writer maintain, with apparent 
justice, that Calvin held the doctrine of his Church, althougii 
it is well known, and acknowledged by all parties, that the 
great Reformer reprobated the doctrine of Transubstantiation? 
Rut if a writer so acute, exact and learned as Calvin, may be 
so interpreted as to seem to support a doctrine which he 
strenuously opposed, we need not be surprised if the Fathers, 
who were so iar his inferiors in regard to accuracy of lan¬ 
guage at least, may be so quoted as to seem to suppoit th.e 
Popish dogma. Whence then are we to ascertain the real senti¬ 
ments of the Fathers on this subject. Assuredly, in the same 
way in which we can ascertain the real sentiments of Calvin, 
We know, by consulting his works, that he maintained a 
doctrine the opposite of that which he seems to express in the 
above passage, and that therefore he uses figurative language 
when he speaks of the body of Christ being jiresent in the 
sacrament, and means, as he himself has explained, not the 
literal and carnal ])reseih of our Lord's body, but his spiri¬ 
tual presence. Lei the same honest mode of interpretation 
be applied to the writings of the Fathers, and it will soon 
appear that the figment of Ti ansub*tautiution has no counte¬ 
nance from them. Fopish writers have quoted, it is true, 
many passages from their works in which they speak of the 
body and blood of Christ in the Eucharist, but on the other 
hand, it has been shown what they meant by such expressions • 
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and when they have been%llovved to explain tlieirown mean* 
in<^, it has been shown that they speak of eating the body and 
drinking the blood of Christ, in a sacramental or spiritual 
sense. It is found then, that the very Fathers to whom 
Roman Catholics ^appeal, although they call the bread and 
wine used in the sacrament, the body and blood of Christ, 
often call them types, elements, sig^fc the figures of the body 
and blood of Ciirist, from hence it appears (as Uisliop Casin 
well says) :— 

“ Most manifestly, that they were of the Protestant’s, and not 
of the Papist’s opinion. For we can without prejudice to wliivt we 
believe of the Sacrament, use those former expressions whicli the 
Papists believe do m 06 »t favour them, if diey be understood, as 
they ought to be, sacramentally. JJut the latter none can use, 
but he must thereby overthrow the groundless doctrine of Tran- 
siihstuiitiatiori; these two, the Bread is transubstantiated into the 
Body, and the Bread also is the type, the sign, the ligure of tRo 
Body ol' CmiTST, being wdiolly inconsistent. For it is impossible 
that a tiling that losefh its being should yet be the sign and repre¬ 
sentation of another; neither can any thing be the type and the 
sign of itself.” 

There is another line of argument against the existence of 
the doctrine of Tiansubstantiation during at least tlie first five 
ccntuDCS, and that is the silence of Pagan vvi iters. The 
testimony of heathen writers, it is well known, has been used 
with great force by our best authors on the Evidences, such 
as Lardiier and Palev, in proof oi the truth and realilv of the 
history of the Gospel. 'The same species of tcstiinonv can 
be adduced to show, that the doctrine of Transulistantiation 
was mpknowii in the ancient Cliurcli. We refer our readers 
who wisli to see this subject fairly and ably treated to Faber’s 
Difficulties of Romanism, Chapter vii. The u.iLurc of the 
argument may be thus stated. It is well known that learned 
Pagans such as Celsus, Porphyry, Jmciaii and Julian, ridiculed 
the doctrines and ceremonies of Chiistianity ; now it is evi¬ 
dent that if the doctrine of Transiibstantiatioii were known 
during the first five centuries, these acute and satirical writers 
would not have failed to mention it, and turn it into ridicule. 
The most sacred mysteries of our faith have not escaped the 
shafts of their satire, and if this doctrine were professed, 
they could not but know it, the emperor Julian particulaily, 
who was a baptized Christian, must have known it; but al¬ 
though he shows the utmost zcvil and malice in satiiizing the 
doctrines and practices of the Christians, he never alludes 
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this doctrine. Equally silent are tfce other ancient opponents 
of Christianity on this subject. How can this silence be 
accounted for except on the supposition that the doctrine was 
unknown ? They possessed great powers of satire, they had 
every inclination and disposition to turn it into ridicule, and 
moreover, such a doctrine would have been to their profane 
and hostile minds, a fit ^fibject of ridicule ; it is a subject in¬ 
deed at which they would have eagerly grasped. Still, strange 
to say, they never allude to it: tliis circumstance to every 
unprejudiced mind must appear inexplicable on the supposi¬ 
tion that the doctrine of Transuhstantiation was known, and 
taught among Christians, by the Apostles and their early suc¬ 
cessors. From the above remarks, it is evident that the Po¬ 
pish doctrine in regard to the Eucharist was not known to 
the primitive Christians, and although we could not point to 
the period when it first began to he received as a Scripture 
doctrine, that would not affect the argument, it is enough for 
us to know that it is contrary to Scriptures, and that it is not 
to he found in the writinsrs of the Fathers. ]?ut did we deem 
it necessary, we could show, that the doctiinc or rather some¬ 
thing very like it was first broached in the sixth century by the 
heretic Eutyches ; the speculations of the Eutycheans were 
opposed by Gelasius, the then Bishop of ilume, who in refer¬ 
ence to this subject says, 

“ Certainly the sacraments of the body and blood of the Lord, 
which we receive, are a divine thing; because l»y these we are 
made partakers of the divine nature. Nevertheless, 
or nature of the bread and wine ceases not to exist: and, as¬ 
suredly, the image and siniilitudo of the body and blood of Christ 
are celebrated in the action of the invstcries.”^' 

It was more fully developed about the middle of the 12th 
century, and was not coniirmed by Papal decree before 1*215. 
But it is unnecessary for ns to enter n\to the history of the 
rise and progress of this dogma of the Church of Home. 
Those among our readers who may wish to be more correctly 
informed on this subject, will find it fullv investigated in 
Faber’s Difficulties of Romanism, and int.be History of Popish 
Transuhstantiation by Bishop Cosin, with whose concluding 
remarks we may appropriately bring to a close this branch of 
our subject. 

* Gelns. de. dual). Christ. Natur. cont. Nestor, et Eutyeb. iu Bib- 
lioth. Pali. vol. iv. p. 422. 
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“ these, (says the learned Bishop,) any considering person 
may easily see, that 'rransubstantiation is a mere novelty; not 
warranted either by Scripture or antiquity ; invented about the 
middle of the twelfth century, out of some misunderstood 
sayings of some of the Fathers; confirmed by no ecclesiastical 
or Papal Decree before the year 1215, afterwards received only 
here and there in the Roman Churcli^j debated in the 'schools 
by many disputes; liable to many very bad consequences; re¬ 
jected (for there was never those wanting that opposed it) by 
many great and pious men, until it was maintained in the 
sacrilegious Council of Constance ; and at last, in the year 1551, 
confirmed in the Council of 'I'rent by a few Latin Bishops, slaves 
to the Homan See; imposed upon all, under pain of an ana¬ 
thema to be feared by none; atid so spread too far, by the 
tyrannical and most unjust command of the Pope. So that we 
have no reason to embrace it, until it shall be demonstrated, tliat, 
except the substance of the Bread be changed into the very body 
• f C'hrisi, His words cannot possibly be true, nor His Body 
present, which will never be done.’’ 


PART. III. 

Transubstantiation contrary to Reason and to th* 

TESTIMONY OF OUR SENSES. 

We have already shown that the doctrine of Transub- 
stantiatiori is neither taught in the Scriptures nor in the 
writings of the fathers. But it is not onlj destitute of 
proof either from the Scriptures or from antiquity, it is 
coiitiadictory to reason, and opposed to the testimony of 
our senses. It is in fact an intellectual monster, an absur¬ 
dity whose equal can hardly be found in the grossest system 
of idolatry, that ever disgraced human nature. The Romish 
Church compells it votaries, as we have already shown from 
authentic documents, to profess that the bread used in the 
Eucharist, which they handle and taste, is not bread, but 
flesh, that the wine which is drunk, is not the fruit of the 
vine, but blood, that the wafer which the Papist puts into hcs 
mouth, however small it may be, is the entire body, blood, soul 
and divinity of Clirist, so that eacli ccmmunicant does, after 
a corporal and physical manner, take into his stomach the 
entire body and blood of Christ, which by a natural process 
become parts of the recipient’s body and blood. The^e are 
absurdities which we may be allowed to suppose would scarce 
require a serious refutation. The doctrine however, is Uiten- 
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tionally involved in such mystery and obccurity, it is imposed 
with such anathemas, and its denial has been visited with such 
cruel persecutions, and death; that it behoves us to show w hy 
we abhor it, and regard it as irrational, contradictory, and 
absurd. Our appeal at present is not to the Scriptures, nor 
to the doctrine of the primitive Churches, we appeal now to 
the reason, experience, and common sense of mankind. We 
shall be necessarily led to touch upon some points in the 
p^jilosopby of sensation and perception, into which, however 
desireable, we cannot fully enter : for this we hope to he ex¬ 
cused, as it is not our design, f nor will our limits allow of such 
a discussion,)—to investigate the processes of mental pheno¬ 
mena. We shall however be as explicit as possible, and keep 
strictly to facts. 

God has placed man in a sphere where he is surrounded by 
a great variety of objects. Above, beneath, and around him, 
the creation teems with evidences of the omnipotence, the 
benevolence, and the wisdom of his Maker. These objects are 
not to him silent and miinstructive, they are calculated to 
convey lessons of the highest import and utility. Had man 
been placed amidst this wonderous scene, as a mere inanimate 
lump of clay, without organs of sensation, or the faculty of 
perception, this gorgeous universe, with all its splendour and 
beauty, would have been to him as if it were not. We are 
not however so constituted, we were placed in this woild to 
behold the works of God, to wonder, love, and adore. 

Hence we are furnished with powers suited to the purposes 
of our creation, we have senses, the inlets, if we may be allowed 
the expression, to the thinking and reasoning being within, 
by means of which it holds converse with the world without. 
External objects mak*:' impression upon our organs of sense, 
these impressions arf followed by certain corresponding 
changes in the percipient mind, and we cannot resist the 
conviction of the real existence of these objects, and of the 
sensible qualities hy which they are made known to us. It is 
thus that we a kiv^wledge of the world around us. It 
matters not whether we can account for the fact or not, it is 
enough for our present jmrpose that it is a fact, founded upon 
the consciousness of every man, every where, that there are 
external things possessing certain properties distinguishing 
them from one another. 

It is a fact which we cannot help believing, and acting up¬ 
on the belief; that the objects which we touch, taste, smell. 



21 


see, and hear, have a real existence, and that they are made 
known to us by the properties which affect our organs. The 
powers by which we thus acquire a knowledge of external ob¬ 
jects, were given to us for the best purposes by our Maker. 

On the testimony of onr senses, we have, by our very con¬ 
stitution, the utmost confidence, and no sane man will refuse 
to believe in the existence of what he sees, tastes and handles. 

Our organs then of sensation, are one class of powers, which 
God has given us for the acquisition of knowledge, and for 
our preservation. But we are not only endowed with powers 
of sensation and perception, we have minds capable of reason¬ 
ing and reflection, of examining evidence, of tracing the 
relation between events and objects, and of drawing just con¬ 
clusions. God in fact made man a sensitive, intelligent and 
rational being, endowed with ])ower5 to distinguish good from 
wil, right from wrong, truth from falsehood, hence the intellect 
of man is another of the gifts of God to direct him in arriving 
at truth. When our senses therefore and our intellect are 
applied aright, and to their proper objects,* they are not 
deceivers, they lead to truth and holiness. 

It is true indeed, that we may reason incorrectly and judge 
falsely, particularly because our reason is impaiied by the 
obtutene&B of our moral feelings. Since the tall, man is an 
tiling being, especially in regard to virtue and religion. Hence 
!ru*n have made to themselves gods many and lords many, and 
have called good evil and evil good. To correct this evil, to 
lead man back to his duty and his happiness, and particularly 
to point out the w^ay of salvation by a Redeemer, God in mer- 
cv to our fallen race has given us a Revel.ition. 

Tins Revelation is the gift of God, and is sufficient to direct 
us m our dutv to Him and to each other. We come to a 
knowledge of the truth of this Revelation, simply by our 
sviises and our reasoning faculties : we thus know what is said 
in the book of God, and ascertain what aie the evidences that 
it is what it professes to be. Our senses then, and intellec¬ 
tual powers, and the scriptures are the only means we have of 
acquiring truth of any kind, and they are each of them equal¬ 
ly the gift of God : to allow that our senses contradict the 
Scriptures, or that the Scriptures, contradict our reason, 
would be to maintain, that God has laid us under the necessity 
of believing two opposite but evident propositions, which po¬ 
sitively contradict each other. We may indeed, judge falsely, 
and so may we leai n false doctrines from the Scriptures, but 
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because, through the perversity of man’s moral faculties, and 
the pi f judices of education, he seems to find false doctrines 
in the Scriptures, it does not follow that God's word teaches 
falsehood, neirlier does it follow that because we may judge 
wrongly, our judgment and reasoning powers are deceivers, 
and ought not to be applied to the investigation of truth. 
We therefore maintain that our reason, properly applied and 
to its legitimate objects, and our senses no more deceive us 
than do the Scriptures, 

In our sensations in fact we have the utmost confidence. 
The confidence of men in the truth of their sensations and the 
reality of the objects that excite them, is universal and without 
exception. Every man. in a sane state of mind, in every place, 
and in all ages, believes and acts upon the reality of what he 
sees and feels. The pbilosuj)her and the peasant act upon 
the same conviction. The peasant may not indeed be able 
to argue on the subject, and the philosopher may try to per¬ 
suade him, that there is no reality in what he sees, or tastes, 
or feels, and he may talk to him of substantial forms y and ab^ 
solute accidents, and phantasmagoria, and a tliousand other hard 
words, he may not he able to reply to all this, still he knows 
that the tree and the horse before him are not nonentities, nor 
that they are one and the same thing ; and he is sure that the 
cut of a sabre causes pain, and that an apple has a difierent taste 
from wormwood. This conviction belongs not only to the pea¬ 
sant hut to all mankind, learned or unlearned alike, we enquire 
not into the origin or cause of this conviction, we state the 
simple fact, that for which we appeal to the consciences 
of every man, that w^e have an irresistible conviction of the 
reality of the objects of our senses, and that we know them 
by their propeities. Any doctrine therefore which uniformly 
contradicts the senses of all mankind, is not and cannot be 
true ; the doctrine of transubstantiation does so contradict the 
senses of matikind, and on this ground, although we had no 
other, we are compelled to reject it as an absurdity. For 
what is it that the doctriut^ asserts ? it asserts that the object 
which a man sees, and handles is not what it appears to be, 
but something very different in all its properties and qualities. 
We take for instance a piece of bread in our hand, we examine 
it, and find that it has all the properties (>f bread, the priest 
also who administers the ordinance, confesses that it is bread, 
he then consecrates it, and tells us that it is no longer bread, 
it is changed, it has become substantially the body and blood 



v)t Chris-1. We take it up after consecration, we examine it, 
\vc taste it, handle it, and smell it, and it appears the same as 
before it was consecrated, but the Cijurch of Rome says we 
must not believe our senses, we must believe the wafer to be 
not bread—but flesh ! thus in defiance of the strongest evidence 
that influences the human mind, the evidence of the senses of 
all mankind, we must believe that what appears to all our sen¬ 
ses to be bread and wine, are not so, hut that they are flesh 
and blood I ! There is no escaping from the conclusion, that 
if the doctrine of traiisub'^tantiation be true, our senses deceive 
for he it leinemhered that the Chuich of Rome does not 
say that the body and blood of Christ are figuratively or spi¬ 
ritually, though really, present in the sacrament to the faith 
f>f the receiver; but that they are substantially and physically 
})resent, so that the things used are no longer bread and wine. 
Vv e have abundantly shown this from their own formularies, 
and if we require an v^ further proof we have it in the follow¬ 
ing quotation from Dr. Milner : 

“ The first of these disingenuous practices consists in misrepre¬ 
senting Catholics as worshippers of biead and wine in the Sacra¬ 
ment, and tliercfore as Idolaters^ at the same time tliat our 
tdversarics are perfectly aware that we firmly believe, as an article 
of faith, that thei’e is no hi end lior wine^ but Christ alone, true 
th)d, as well as man, present in it.” 

The Papist, therefore, is required to believe, that where, ac¬ 
cording to all his senses, he j^erceives nothing but bread and 
wine, there they do not exist. But the doctrine is not opposed 
to the evidence of one raan*s or a few men’s senfees, only it is 
ojiposed to the experience of all men every where. If we allow 
tins doctiiue to be true, then we have no proof of the existence 
of any thing, not even of our own existence. For if the senses 
of all mankind are deceived in regard to the Eucharist, so 
that through their medium they perceive that which does not 
exist, why may not mankind be equally deceived in every- 
other case ? For if their senses play them false in a case where 
they can examine, deliberate and chemically analyze the sub¬ 
stance brought before them, what confidence can they have 
in them, in any other case ? and if our senses are not to be 
relied on, we have no evidence of the existence of any thing. 
Again, on the principle involved in this doctrine, we could 
not believe that the Scriptures were the word of God, we 
could not believe either in their truth or reality. 

B 
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If we do not place the utmost confidence in our senses, 
how can we know that such a book as the Bible exists, or 
that we read certain words or sentences in it; how do we 
know that such a person as Jesus ever existed, might not the 
senses of the disciples have been deceived ? Nay more, how 
could the Papists prove that such words as this is my body, 
or this cup is the New Testament in my blood'* ever had an 
existence ? So that it would be impossible for them to prove 
that this or any other doctrine was taught in the Scriptures. 
Hence the Papist is pitched on the horns of a dilemma, out of 
which all the sophistry of the schools cannot extricate him. If 
he has confidence iii the evidence of his senses, they tell him 
unequivocally that the doctrine of Trnn^ubstantiation is false ; 
if he is not to believe his senses, then it cannot l)e shown that 
such a doctiine is taught in the Bilde, or in fact that sucli a 
hook exists! It was by an appeal to men’s senses that our 
Lord proved his Messiah-ship. “ If I do not the works of my 
Father, (said Jesus) believe me not. But if I do, though ye 
believe not me, believe the woiks, that ye may know and be¬ 
lieve ; that the Father is in me and I in hitn.” John x. 37, 38. 
But if we are misled by our senses so that we should doubt of 
that which we see, and feci, and ta^te, where would be the force 
or propriety of such an appeal ? The strongest pi oof we have 
of the truth and inspiration of the Scriptures, are the miracles 
wTOught in attestation of its doctrines by Jesus and his Apos¬ 
tles, but deny the entire confidence which men have in the 
reality of their sensations, and the existence of their objects, 
then this whole class of evidence falls to the ground, then 
there is no certainty or even probability that such miracles 
were ever performed. Such are the insuperable objections 
it> tlie doctrine of tvaiisubstantiation, and if the principle on 
which it is founded were duly considered, and if the con¬ 
sequences naturally arising from the admission of such a 
principle were weighed, we are periuadcd that no intelligent 
man could admit its truth. 

The subject, howevt.,, is intentionally involved by the Ro¬ 
mish Church in obscurity and mystery. If it were viewed in 
all its native nakedness, and proper colours, it would be too 
monstrous to lie received by any of the children of men, and 
hence Papists labour hard to get rid of the objections brought 
against its absurdities, by representing it as mysterious, mira¬ 
culous, incomprehensible, and by the afiectation of profound 
humility, and diffidence in their own judgment and reason. 
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We shall proceed therefore to notice some of these alle<^ations 
and to show that they do not, and cannot, meet the objections 
already stated. 

J. When Protestants object to this doctrine as absurd 
and iinpofsible, because it contradicts our senses and reason, 
Papists tell us, that all things are possible with God, and that 
therefore the substance which appears to our senses to be 
bread and wine, may by divine power, be so changed as not to 
be what they appear. In reply, we say that it is not for us to de¬ 
termine what things are possible, or impossible to almighty pow¬ 
er, but it is evident that there are some things which Irorn their 
own nature are impc^ssible ; thus, for instance, it is impossible 
that the three angles of a triangle can be more or less than equal 
to two right angles—and also that God can lie, that he can be 
unjust, or unholy. In like maimer contradictories are impos- 
ible; thus it is ira])ossible for a thing to be, and not to be, 
.it the same time. We know that we have a knowledge of 
external objects by sensation and perception, these are the 
gilt of God ; to suppose then that God has taughtus in his word 
that the bread wliich wc see and eat, is not bread, would be 
to aMow that God has laid us under the necessity, on the tes¬ 
timony of one class of his gifts, that is our senses, to believe a 
substance to be that, which on the testimony of another autho¬ 
rity, that is his word, it is not, and thus we are compelled to 
believe a he, either on the one side, or the other, for in this 
matter we cannot at the same time believe our senses, and 
believe the Scriptures according to the Popish interpretation. 

So that apart from the natural impossibility of the doctrine, 
it is incompatible witli every just idea of the moral excellency 
of our Creator’s cliiiracter, to admit that he has placed us un¬ 
der the absolute necessity of being deceived either by our 
senses, or bv his word. 

^2. But the Papists tell us that this doctrine is incompre¬ 
hensible, above our reason and understanding, as are other 
doctrines of the word of God, such as the doctrine of the 
trinity, and the unity of the divine and human natures in the 
person of Christ. 

We believe these doctrines because they are revealed, al¬ 
though human reason could never have discovered them nor 
fully understand them. But although these doctrines be above 
our reason, they are not contradictory to reason. The Scrip¬ 
tures tell us that God the Son became Man, and united to him¬ 
self our nature, we believe the fact as we do many other things, 
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the nature of which we do not understand, upon sufficient testi¬ 
mony, but we do not understand the mode of Uie subsistence 
of the two distinct natuiesin one person, and on tliis subject 
the Scripture is silent. There is notbinii^ contrary to the 
reason or the senses of men in the fact that the Messiah was 
God and Man ; on the contrary, he appealed to their senses to 
prove that he was perfect God and peifect Mau. A doctrine, 
or fact, may be aho\e our comprehension, hut not contradic¬ 
tory to our reason and our senses, these are two very 
different thing;a. Tlius, for instance, we see the seedling; cast 
into the earth, it germinates and becomes a tree, haviinr roots, 
then branches, leaves and fruits, we mav not be able to ex¬ 
plain how that little speck whicli uas alrno.-t invisible, con¬ 
tained the principles of all we see in the lofty tree liebire us, 
hut we believe it did contain them, tirere is notliim: here that 
contradicts our reason, though inexplicable. lUit if a man, 
or ten thousand men, shonlri tell us tliat tlni tiee we see be¬ 
fore us, is not a tree, aUhouiih itpos^es-ed all the properties 
of a tree, but that it is a living, acting being, po^^essed of 
reason and judgment, we w’ould not believe tlreni, because the 
as'^ertion contradicts our senses and our rea'^on. In the same 
way wc reject the doctrine of TransubslaMtiavIon not because 
it is inexplicalilc . but btcanae it contradicts our ieasou and 
senses which no doctrine of IScripture ever did, or can do. If 
the Ciiurcli of Home sinr])ly maintained, that in some inexplica¬ 
ble wav the body and bltxid of (Jhrist was present m the 
Eucharist, we couM not, hytlie piesent mode of rea-'oning, 
object to the assertion, but when she goes further, and at¬ 
tempts to explain the inanuer in which they arc i)i*escnt, that 
is, that tlie bread and ume are chanyed into the substance of 
the body and blood < i Christ, so that they are no longer 
lu'ead and wine, we ar.^ compelled to reject the monstrosity, 
not because it 1 .'^ incomi rehenbible, but because it contradicts 
the senses ot all mankind. 

3. Fajrists tell us that the change in the Eucharist is a mira* 
cle, and as such we ougl i to receive it. In reply we observe, 
that if this doctrine possessed tlie characters of a true miracle, 
and the proofs of its truth, we would instantly receive it a.^ 
such. We understand by a miracle, a suspt'usion or a coun¬ 
teraction of the ordinary laws of nature But how is tins 
deviation from the couise of nature made known to us, simply 
bv HU appeal to the senses of men; vve believe a miracle 
either because we witnessed it ourselves, or on the testimony 
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of credible witnessep. When our Lord and his Apostles 
wiouijlit miracles, did thev require the people to believe 
that they saw, wluit they did not see ? that they tasted, 
\vhat tliey did not handle ? The Apostles were sent abroad 
not simply to declare doctrines and precepts, hut to be 
witnesses of facts which tlmy had seen and known: tlms when 
one was chosen to occupy ihe place of Judas union" the twelve, 
the reason assigned for the necessity of such appointment, is 
that “ one must be ord lined to he a witness with us of his 
rc'^urrection.’* Aets i. 2*2. To the same purpose tlie Apos¬ 
tle John savp, •* th.it which was from tlie heuinniri", which 
we iia\e heard, which we have seen with our eves, which we 
liave looked upon and our hands have nandled, of the woi d 
of life; th.tt wind) we h.ave seen and heard declare we 
unto \ou, ^ke.” 1 John i. 1, 3. From these and many such 

|v, ‘ssag-es that mi"ht he quoted, it is evident, that tiie Scrip- 
Te.cs requiic us to helit^ve the n>iraclc'^, death and resurrec¬ 
tion or our J-.or(l, on the testimony ot tl)o^e who hail witnessed 
tiiese facts. The doctrine of Transnb'itantiation, so far fiom 
hcifi" a miracle, is wantiii" in the pi incqjal circum^t.ince, by 
which a true miracle is kuosvn, it !■< not a fact cognisable by 
our son''Cs; all the iniradc'? of the Now Testament were di‘<- 
tin^uished by this peculiarity, liiey were appeals to men's 
suites. On tlie otlicr hand this doctrine contradicts our 
ami would, if admitted, destroy the jiriucqi.d evidence 
ot all miracles. 

4. Bat. the Church of Home maintains that the fonns, and the 
sensible qualities of bread and wine in the Fuchaii-t, remain 
us they were, only the substance is chanp^cd. VV^c he" our 
icadci^' to pay p.iiticular attention to this distinction without 
a dificrence, for herein we conceive tlie q;raiid falacy lies, by 
which Taj)ists have imposed on the understandings of many 
of their followers. 

The bread and wine, say they, have the form and all the 
jiroperties, such as taste, smell, &c., which they had before 
consecration, but then the substance is changed, tiiey are no 
longer what they appear to he. Let us attend to this quihljle. 

It is true that we know nothing about the essence of matter, 
or about the substratum of bodies, known through our senses 
Ijv certain properties. For instance, tlie primaiy and essen¬ 
tial particles of bread or any faiinacious substance, may he the 
same us those of flesli or any animal substance for aught we 
know. Neither we nor Papists know any thing about the 
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matter, and therefore it is impossible for us to speak positive-^ 
Jy on the subject. 

But how do we know one body from another, since we 
know nothings of the essence of matter } Sim pi v by its quali¬ 
ties or properties. Thus we know an apple from a watch, a 
• house from an animal, a square from a circle, a cup full of 
wine from a cup full of blood. What would we say to the 
philosopher who told us tha'^, because we were ignorant of 
the essence of these bodies therefore, for ought we know 
to the contrary, the apple which we handle and eat, is not an 
apple, but that it is a watch ? wouhl we not be ready to doubt 
his sanity } Equally absurd is the doctrine of Transubstantia- 
tion, and the absurditv would be clear to every understanding 
were it not intentionally involved in obscurity, and had cast 
around it apparently the sanctions and solemnities of religion. 

5. Again we are told by Dr. Milrn*?*, as well as others who 
have written on this subject, “ that"' independently of Scrip¬ 
ture, “philosophy and experience sliow that there is no essen¬ 
tial connection between our sen.sations and the objects which 
occasion them, and that in fact each of oar senses frequently 
deceive as ."—Milners End of Roman Controversif, Let. 37. 

Whence he would have us t(» believe we should not trust such 
fallible and erring guides. We have quoted tliis passage not 
merely to show, even if its truth were allowed, that it is irre¬ 
levant to the purpose to which it is apjilied, but also to furnish 
our readers with a specimen of the quibbling to which Popish 
controvertists resort. It we were t»» ciiarge the Doctor with 
maintaining that our sensations have no corresponding exter¬ 
nal objects, or that wc do nut tiorii our very constitution, 
immediately refer certain classes of sensations to certain ex- 
ternal objects as tlieir causes, which we believe intuitively, 
will produce similar sensations in the same ciicumstances, 
he would deny the propriety of the meaning we attached 
to his words, because tlie^e are facts conformable to the 
experience of all men. ihit if this be not liis meaning, 
then his expressions have little counexioii with the subject in 
hand, and if he were called upon to explain what he means by 
“essential connexion betwc n oui- sensations and their ob¬ 
jects," it would be seen tliat they could not be explained in 
any way that would suit his aigunicnt Again, the above 
objection has no fotce unle-s it can lie sbc'wn that all the 
senses of all mankind fi equemtly deceive them, this is what 
the Doctor would Wish his unwary readers to understand, but 
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then he does not say so; mark his words, he says each of ou? 
senses frequently deceive us ; he leaves himself a loop-hole 
for escapinj; from the absurdity of an assertion which is con¬ 
tradicted by universal experience. It is by such Jesuitical 
tricks as these that Popish controvertists impose upon tlie 
understanding's of the unwarv. They use words which when 
strictly interpreted, may convey correct ideas, but they 
employ them in such a wav that they may make a different 
impression from that which, when literally interpreted, is 
their real meaning. Thus they impose on the minds of the 
simple, while at the same time they can defend themselves 
from the charge of asserting a falsehood. Our reply to this 
objection is alreadv in some measure anticipated. We may 
further add that all our senses do not deceive us in any case, 
except it may be in cases of insanity. 

Moreover, if it were possible that an individual’s sight, touch, 
smell, hearing, and taste were all at fault in regard to the same 
object, still this would not answer the purpose of our oppo¬ 
nents, they require to show that all the senses of all man¬ 
kind are deceived in regard to one aiul the same object. 
The bread and the wine used in the Eucharist, appear to the 
senses of all persons who paitake of tliem to be really bread 
and wine, but according to the Po})isli doctrine the senses of 
all these persons are deceived in reference to tliis matter, 
which is im])ossihle. 

Besides the objections already stated against the doctrine of 
Transubstantiation, there are inaiiv others both of a physical 
and a metaphysical nature, which all the sophistry of Rome 
cannot explain away. Some of these we shall now state as 
briefly as we can, for we have already taken up moi*e room 
with this br'anch of the ar'gument tlian we originally intended. 

Absurdity 1. If this doctrine be true, then it follows that 
the body and soul of Christ can be in ditterent ]daces at the 
same moment of time. The sacrifice of the Mass, according 
to the Church of Rome, has been offered in all ages since the 
Christian ei'a, each one of the millions of individual Papists 
who since that time to the present partook of the Eucharist, has 
eaten the body of Chnst, therefore that body must have been 
substantially and jrhysically present in all these individuals ; 
now we know that an essential property of body, or a collec¬ 
tion of matter, is that it occupies space, and that it cannot 
occupy two or more different places at the same time. 

2. According to this doctrine, the body of Christ has been 
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made and destroyed millions of times. Each particle of bread, 
or each wafer contains the entire body of Christ, therefore the 
Komish Priests have made this body by consecration millions 
of times, and as often as such wafers have been swallowed, so 
often has the body and blood of Christ been swallowed, and 
destroyed, after descending into the stomach, and becoming 
subject to the action of the gastric juice. 

3. The body, soul and divinity of Christ is found whole and 
entire in each wafer, or each piece of bread, for Papists main¬ 
tain (this is the doctrine of the Council of Trent) that al¬ 
though the wafer or piece of bread be broken into parts 
after consecration, the body of Christ is not separated or 
broken into parts, but is entire in each one of those separate 
parts, howe\er many they may be. Whence it follows, 1st, 
That a body can be divided into a number of different part^, 
and yet remain undivided and one ! 2d. That the priest ha. 
the power of making as many bodies atid soul» as he pleases 
by simply dividing a piece of bread into a number of 
parts. 3d. That heretic^, heathens or Musairnans can by 
cident make many Christs. For suppose tliat a communicant 
by accident should allow the wafer to fall to tlie giouiid, b 
which it would be broken into a hundred pieces, he would 
thereby make a hundred bodies and souls out of that wl.ich, 
but for his awkwardness, was but one Christ! Or snj)pose that 
a heretic, or Heathen should go into a Roman Catholic Cha()el, 
when Mass was being celebrated, and should by some mistake 
or in frolick, tip over the consecrated chalice, and spill the 
wine on the floor, he would thereby make us many Christs as 
there had been drops of wine spilt. Fi om this it will be seei» 
how very easy it is to perlorrn a stupendous miracle among 
Roman Catholics ! 

4. According to this doctrine. Papists are cannibals, man- 
eaters, they eat human flesh, and drink human blood, for they 
themselves asseit that tiiey l at and drink the body and blood 
of Christ, that body which v-’as made of the substance of the 
Virgin, not figuratively or spiritually, but actually and sub¬ 
stantially ! 

5. If this doctrine be true, Jie priest has power over the 
body and soul of Christ. By some wondetful magical influ¬ 
ence, be can cause that body and soul to be present where 
he pleases, and when he pleases. The necromancer who, ac¬ 
cording to poetical licence, can summon spirits from the 
vasty deep! is but a bungler compared to our wouder-working 
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priest. Is it a wonder that the lowering scoul of one so 
j)otent, should strike terror and dismay into the soul of the 
simple and ignorant Papist ? 

6. According to the doctrine of the Romish Church, our 
Lord does not die when he is eaten and drunk. Then it 
follows that he is eaten and drunk alive, body, soul and divinity 
entire ! for these are swallowed together and go into the 
stomach together. There the entire living Christ remains, 
for they will not allow that he is destroyed. Now, if we sup¬ 
pose the Papist to receive the Eucharist tweu’^y times, it 
follows that he hath swallowed an entire living Christ, body, 
soul and divinity, twenty times, and that at the end of the 
twentieth time there are in his stomach twenty living Clirists ! 
If they deny this, and assert that only one Christ has been 
received, although he was received whole and entire, at 
twenty difFerent times ; then wc are brought to the absurdity 
of admitting that one body, (i. e., one mass of matter,) is the 
same as twenty, and that twenty are one. But we shall pursue 
the subject no further, it were easy to multiply difficulties 
were we disposed to urge them, enough we suppose has been 
said to convince every reasonable and unprejudiced mind, 
that Transubstantiation is a monstrous absurdity, contrary to 
experience, reason and common sense. 


PART IV. 

The doctrine of the Mass Unscriptural and Idolatrous. 

The sacrifice of the Mass is closely connected with the 
doctrine of Transubstaiitiation, the one stands or falls with 
the other. According to this doctrine the bread and wine 
used ill the Eucharist being changed into the real body, 
soul and divinity of Clirist, is offered up as a true sacrifice for 
sin. Tlie priest lias the power not onlv, by a few words of 
consecration, to change the substance of bread and wine, but 
to offer up Christ as a sacrifice every time he performs Mass. 
Papists do not only maintain that in the Mas^, the sacrifice of 
Christ is shown forth, or that it is a memorial and representa¬ 
tion of the sacrifice which our Lord gave for us, when he made 
his soul an offering for sin, but that it is identically the same 
sacrifice which was made on Calvary, and is as truly and 
substantially offered up by every priest, in every instance 
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where the Mass is properly performed, as it was by the Lord 
himself. It will however be more satisfactory, and will silence 
the unfounded complaints of Papists, about misrepresentations 
of their sentiments, to state the doctrine in the words of their 
own acknowledged formularies. To this mode of representa¬ 
tion, the most unreasonable among them cannot object. The 
chief authorities among them, and those which every Papist 
is bound to acknowledge, are the decrees of the Council of 
Trent, and the creed of Pope Pius IV. The decree of the 
Council of Trent is this :— 

“ All the faithful are bound to offer to the Eucharist that same 
adoration ofLatria, which is paid to the Deity: for such adora¬ 
tion rests upon the belief, that in that sacrament there is sub¬ 
stantially present the filial God, concerning whom the Father 
pronounced; Let all the angels of God worship him. And, 
analogously, in point of beneficial efficacy, the Eucharist, being 
the identical sacrifice wliich Christ offered upon the cross, must 
be deemed a true propitiatory sacrifice, making satisfaction, each 
time that it is offered, not only for the living, but likewise for the 
dead in the Lord who have not as yet been fully purified.’* 

And again in the creed of Pius IV. it is written—“ I do 
also profess, that in the Mass there is offered a true, piopur, 
and propitiatory sacrifice for the quick and the dead; and 
that in the most holy sacrament of the Eucharist, there is truly, 
really, and substantially, the body and blood, together with tin; 
soul and divinity of our Lord Jesus C'hrist; and that there is a 
change made of the whole substance of bread into the body, and 
of the whole substance of wine into the blood ; which change the 
Catholic Church calls Transubstantiatiou.” 

It is hence evident that the Mass, according to Popish doc¬ 
trine, is a real propitiatory sacrifice for the sins of the living 
and of the dead,—that however often offered, or in however 
many places, it is still the same sacrifice which Christ offered, 
—that, although there is no death or shedding of blood, it is 
still a propitiatory sacrifice ;—that the Mass is and ought to be 
worshipped by Papists, wuh the same kind of worship which 
is offered to Almighty God. 

Even Papists we presume, cannot object to the view we 
have given of their doctiiue, seeing we have stated it in the 
words of their own Church. We hesitate not to pronounce 
it a wicked and blasphemous doctrine, opposed to Scripture, 
contrary to reason, dangerous in its tendencies, destructive 
to the souls of men, and made use of as a powerful engine, to 
enslave the bodies and minds of the ignorant. 
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The doctrine of the Mass is unscriptural. 

1. We have already shown that Transubstantiation is a 
6gmeDt of Papal Rome, neither taught in the Scriptures nor 
by the Fathers, and moreover that it is contrary to reason 
and the testimony of our senses. If then Transubstantiation 
is false, the doctrine of the Mass cannot be true, they are 
intimately united, the one is a part of the other, they must 
stand or fall together. For if Christ's liodv and blood be 
not substantially and physically present in the Eucharist, the 
host, as it is called, cannot be offered as a sacrifice. Papists 
will admit this. The doctrine of the Mass therefore presup. 
poses the truth of Transubstantiation, and is reared upon its 
assumed realitv : since it has been shown that the latter is not 
true, and without foundation in Scripture, it follows that the 
former is unscriptural and false. 

*2. The doctrine of the Mass is no where taught in the 
Pible. We have consulted Roman Catholic writers on this 
subject, particularly Dr. Milner, and find that they have little 
or nothing to say on the Scripture authority of this dogma ; 
they are not able to quote a single text, in which the Mass is 
at all alluded to. At the institution of the Eucharist by our 
blessed Lord there is nothing said on the subject, on the 
contrary he tells his disciples, that the supper was instituted 
as a memorial of his death and atonement, “ And he took 
biead, and gave thanks, and break it, and gave unto them 
saying, this is my body which is given for you, this do in 
RKMEMBUANC’B OF MB." Lukc xxii. 19. To the same purpose 
the Apostle Paul writes, that after our Lord had given thanks, 
“ He break it and said, take eat : this is my body which is 
broken for you : this do in uembmbrancb of me." 1 Cor. xi- 
‘J4. And again, This cup is the New Testament in my 
blood, this do ye as oft as ye drink it, in remembrance of me," 
verse 25. “ For as often as ye eat this bread, and drink this 

cup," \e do shew («aTa776AAeT«, publish abroad, proclaim, &c.) 
the Lord's death till he come." Verse 26. Hence it is evi¬ 
dent that at the institution of the Eucharist, the doctrine of 
the Mass, was not even hinted at, neither can Paj^ists produce 
a single passage in the New Testament where it is even 
obscurely alluded to, it is therefore a fiction of man's inven¬ 
tion, destitute alike of proof or authority. 

3. The doctrine of the Mass is not only not taught in 
Scripture, it is opposed to the nature and design of the sacri¬ 
fice made by Christ, and contradicts the express declarations 
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of the New Testament. " A sacrifice properly so called, 
the solemn infliction of death on a living creature, generally 
by the efTusion of its blood, in a way of religious worship; and 
the presenting of this act to the Deity, as a supplication for 
the pardon of sin, and a siij)posed means of compensation for 
the insult and injury thereby offered to His Majesty and 
government:’*— Dr, J. P. Smith, This was the idea of pro¬ 
pitiatory sacrifices particularly, among all nations barbarian 
or civilized. The Patriarchs under the Old Testament dis¬ 
pensation offered animals in saciifice, not that thereby the 
wrath of God could be removed, but they were commanded 
to offer them as a type or prefiguration of the great sacrifice 
which our Lord was to offer. Tlrus they died in faith of the 
atonement wliich was to be made, and whicli was represented 
to them in an imj)ressive manner by the death of the victims 
immolated on tlieir altars. In like manner the sacrifices offer¬ 
ed under the Mosaic dispensation, were vivid and impressive 
representations of the great sacrifice that the Son of God was 
to offer for sin ; but they had no virtue in themselves, they 
could neither take away sin nor appease the guilty conscience, 
they w’ere the mere shadow's of better things. Hence the 
Apostle Paul tells us that “ The law having a shadow of good 
things to come, and not the very image of the things, can 
never with those sacrifices which they offered vear by year 
continually, make the comers thereunto perfect. For it is 
impossible that the blood of bulls and of goats should take 
away sins.** Heb. x. 1,4. All these then simply prefigured 
to the faithful Israelite, the great sacrifice on which alone he 
depended for salvation. In the fullness of time the Lord 
himself came in the likeness of our nature to do the will of the 
Father. The original source and fount of human redemption is 
the divine will. God himself, in sovereign mercy, determined 
to gave sinners, and therefore he sent His Son to redeem 
them, '‘for God so lov^'d the woild that he gave his only 
begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not 
perish, but have everlasting life.’* John iii. 19. Christ therefore 
came into tUb woild, not o purchase the love of God, but in 
obedience to that love, and to open up a channel for the com¬ 
munication of divine mercy to the chief of sinners, in a way 
consistent with justice. By the infinitely meritorious sacrifice 
of himself, he satisfied divine justice, made a propitiation for 
sin, suflfered the penalty due to transgression, and brought 
In an everlasting righteousness, whereby it is shown, that 
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** God is just and the jastiiier of them that believe in Christ 
Jesus.** Such are the nature and design of the sacrifice of 
Christ. The so-called sacrifice of the Mass has none of these 
characteristics, neither can it accomplish any one of these 
ends, it is in fact, as Papists declare, a bloodless ofifering, but 
the Scriptures distinctly tell us that without shedding of 
hlood is no remission of sin,** Heb. ix. 22. 

Papists assert that in the Mass a daily sacrifice is made for 
sin. The Scriptures on the other hand tell us that sacrifices 
have ceased, that Christ having died once, there is no more 
need for any sacrifice. The Epistle to the Hebrews treats 
’ very largely on the subject of sacrifice, and if our readers will 
consult the tenth chapter particularly of that Epistle with 
candour and attention, they will see at once that this Popish 
dogma, contradicts the plain declarations of inspired truth. 
To show the contrariety between Popery and Scripture on 
this subject we shall quote a few passages : 

Ileb. vii. 27. Who needeth not daily, as those high priests, to 
offer up sacrifice, first for Iiis own sins, and then for the people*8: 
for this he did once when he offered up himself. 

„ ix, 24. For Clirist is not entered intotim holy places made 
with hands, which are the figures of the true; but into heaven 
itself, now to appear in the presence of (iod for us: 

25. Nor yet that he should offer himself often, as the high priest 
cntereth into the holy place ev(Ty yeiir with blood of others; 

26. (For then must he often have suffered since the foundation of 
the world) ; but now once, in the end of the world, hath he appear* 
ed, to put away sin by the sacrifice of himself. 

27. And as it is appointed unto men once to die*, but after this 
the judgment; 

28. So Christ was once offered to bear the sins of many; and 
unto them that look for him shall he appear the second time, 
without sin, unto salvation. 

„ X. 10. By the w'hich will wc are sanctified, through the offering 
of the body of Je^sus Christ oNCE,/?>r all, 

12. But this man, after he had offered one sacrifice for sins, for 
ever sat down on the right hand of God. 

14. For by ONE offering he hath perfected for ever them that are 
sanctified. 

18. Now where remission of these there is no more offering 
for sin. 

Many other passages might be quoted to the same purpose, 
but these are sufficient to show that Christ has made a full, 
entire and perfect atonement for sin,—that he gave himself 

E 
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a sacrifice once and only once for us,—that there is no ne¬ 
cessity for another sacrifice, that he is not, and according to 
divine appointment cannot be offered in sacrifice more than 
once for sinners. The Popish doctrine of the Mass there¬ 
fore, is opposed to one of the fundamental doctrines of Chris¬ 
tianity, for it implies the insufficiency of the one sacrifice of 
Christ,—this is rank infidelity, or it is the most palpable 
absurdity. Those who say or imply, that the one sacrifice of 
Christ, is not a sufficient atonement for sin, plainly deny the 
Gospel, and are not Christians. If they say that the sacri¬ 
fice of Christ was sufficient, and still maintain the necessity 
of a daily sacrifice in the Mass, they as plainly contradict 
themselves and in fact talk nonsense. Our blessed Lord gave 
himself an offering of infinite merit for sin, once and only 
once, according to the Scriptures Heb. x. iv;) ’ 

On this we rely for salvation, we require no other sacri¬ 
fice, we look for none else, and in the ordinance of the Lord’s 
Supper, we remember his death and passion, acknowledge the 
great guilt of our sins, the infinite merit of his atonement, 
and our dependaiice upon him alone for peace of conscience, 
deliverance and eternal salvation. 

3. The sacrifice of the Mass, as it is called, has none of 
the characteristics of a true sacrifice ; we have already shown 
this, but we add fuither that there is no priest, in the pro¬ 
per sense of the term, among Papists or Protestants either, 
to oflFer up sacrifices. Papists themselves maintain that a 
priest is necessary to the proper offering of a sacrifice. The 
principal duty of the priest’s office, according to Scripture, 
and tins our opponents will not deny, was to offer up sacri¬ 
fices, hence the original name lepevs a sacrificer. Christ 
having come and offered himself once for all, there was no 
further necessity for u priest, the office in regard to its prin¬ 
cipal duty ceased, and so did also the name. Some of our 
readers may be startled at the assertion, that the office of 
priest does not exist among Christians, but that it does not 
exist in the Setipture sense of the term, as already explained, 
on Scriptural authority, we shall now prove. Papists, et hoc 
yentts omne, strenuously maintain that their clergy have 
derived their office in an uninterrupted line from the apostles, 
this figment our readers are aware, is called Apostolic suc¬ 
cession, a thing of such potent influence, that without it, no 
man can be an evangelist or true minister of Christ. For 
argumenPs sake we shall allow that Papists possess this mys- 
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terious something called Apostolic succession, and moreover 
grant all the virtues which they say flow from it. But if they 
be the proper successors of the Apostles, surely it will not he 
maintained, that the Apostles transmitted to their successors 
more official virtue than they themselves possessed. The 
Apostles, we assert without fear of contradiction, were not 
priests, they did not exercise the office of priest, neither did 
they pretend to any thing of the kind, in fact they are never 
called priests in the New Testament. Not being priests them¬ 
selves, by what authority could they transmit the office to 
their successors } The original term in the New Testament 
for priest, as we have already stated, is —this term, 

is not in one single instance applied to any of the Apostles, 
or to any other office-bearer in the Church of Christ. The 
officers of the Church are called in the New Testament, 
bishops, presbyters, ministers, deacons, &c., but never priests 
(tepcuy).* The office of priest ceased when Jesus our great 
high priest entered into the holy of holies for us, and with 
the office (as we have already said, and we challenge any 
Papist to contradict the assertion) the term priest, 

ceased to be applied to the ministers of Christ. Thus the 
Apostle tells us God hath set some in the Church, “ first apos¬ 
tles, secondarily prophets, thirdly teachers, after that mira¬ 
cles, then gifts of healings, helps, governments, diversities of 
tongues/* 1 Cor. xii. 28. In this enumeration, it will be seen 
there is no mention of priests, neither is their office men¬ 
tioned in any other part of the New Testament as belonging 
to the Church of Christ ; the Church of Rome indeed has 
retained the name of Priest as a cloak, it is to be feared, to 
her many impositions. We demand then, on what authority 
do their clergy call themselves priests ? Not on the authority 
of the Scriptures as we have already seen, not on the 
authority of Christ, for he never called his Apostles priests; 
not on the authority of the Apostles, they never call them- 
Helves, nor any other of the ministers of Christ, priests. 
The term priest in our language is a contraction for Presbyter, 
and if it were used simply as such, we should not object to it. 
We care not about a name, but when names are used to de¬ 
ceive the unwary and teach error, then they become im¬ 
portant. It is a pity that the Church of England has retained 
the name, for however innocently it might have been first 

* The redeemed people of God are sometimes in the New Testa- 
meat, called priests, but the clergy never. See Rev. i. 6; xz. b. 

E 2 
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adopted^ it has given occasion to great errors, and an oppor¬ 
tunity to her enemies to taunt her with the inconsistency of 
retaining the name, without the office. Thus Dr. Milner says, 
I have to remark, in the second place, on the inconsisten¬ 
cies of the Church of England, respecting this point,—(i. e. 
the Mass,) she has priests but no sacrifice, she has altars but 
no victim ! Letter 40.* 

This doctrine further is opposed to reason and common 
sense, for— 

1. Jesus Christ our Lord, has made a complete, and 
infinitely meritorious propitiatory sacrifice for the sins of the 
whole world, what need then of any other sacrifice ? The sacri¬ 
fice of Christ is either sufficient for the purpose for which it 
Was offered, or it is not.—If any assert that it is not sufficient, 
then we have no hesitation in saying they are not Christians, 
they contradict the plain declarations of Scripture, and deny 
the Lord of glory. If Papists say that it is sufficient, then it 
follows, that there is no room for any other sacrifice, so that 
on either supposition the doctrine of the Mass is false. 

2. But if Papists say, that the sacrifice of the Mass is the 

same as that offered on Calvary. "We reply, that it is impos¬ 
sible. Because we have already shown that the materials used 
are bread and wine, and not the real body and blood of Christ. 
2. It cannot be the same, for the body of Christ is in heaven 
according to the Scriptures, “ whom the heaven,” says the 
Apostle Peter, must receive, until the times of the restitution 
of all things.” Acts iii. 21. 3. If this pretended sacrifice 

be the same as that offered by Christ, then it follows that a 
sacrifice offered thousands of times is one and the same sa¬ 
crifice, that the same victim can be offered in thousands of 
places remote from each other, at the same time, and in fine 
that millions of wafers offered in thousands of different 
places, at thousands of different times, are substantially and 
entirely each of them, the one body of Christ! t 

3. In the Mass, Christ is either offered as a sacrifice alive 
or he is killed and offered. If Papists say that the priest offers 
him alive, then we reply, that this is no sacrifice, for it is essen¬ 
tial to a propitiatory sacrifice, that the victim should be put 
to death, ** without shedding of blood there is no remission for 
gin.” 

If they say that Christ is offered as an immolated victim, he 
must then have been put to death by the sacrificer, that is 

* The italics and punctuation are the Doctor’s. 
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the priest, and consequently the Popish priests are guilty of 
the most awful of all crimes, the murder of our Lord. But we 
are wearied of the absurdities, and indeed the impiety of this 
doctrine. It would be easy to enlarge the catalogue of these 
absurdities, but enough has been said to convince every im¬ 
partial mind that the doctrine of the Mass is unscripturul, 
monstrous and wicked. 

The host, as it is called, is not only offered by Papists as a 
sacrifice for the living and the dead, it is worshipped as the 
Lord of glory. That this is the case, is evident from the fol¬ 
lowing words of the decree of the Council of Trent already 
quoted, “ All the faithful are bound to offer to the Eucharist, 
that same adoration of Latria, which is paid to the Deity.” 
To the same effect are the prayers offered at the Mass, a few 
of which we give as a specimen :— 

Living bread that didst descend from heaven 
God hidden and iny Saviour 
Bread corn of the elect 
Wine budding from virgins 
Fat bread, and the delight of kings 
Continual sacrifice 
Pure oblation 
Lamb without spot 
Most pure table 
Food of angels 
Hidden manna 

Memorial of God’s wonderful works 
Supersubstantial bread 
Word made flesh and dwelling in us 
Holy host 

Chalice of benediction 
Mystery of fiith 

Most high and venerable sacrament 
Sacrifice of all other most holy 

From all this it is evident that the Eucharist is worshipped 
with the same reverence as is paid to the Almighty, maker 
of heaven and earth. Papists do not deny this. 

We have no hesitation in denouncing it as the foulest ido¬ 
latry that ever disgraced human nature. The Pagan Homan 
delighted in his Jupiter Capatolinus, the Ephesian worshipped 
the image of his great goddess Diana, and the Egyptian adored 
his Apis in the form of a living ox, the Hindu in our times 
worships his Doorga,and then consigns her image to the sacred 
Gunga, but our Papists worship their wafer and then , 
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Swallow it, that is to say they fall prostrate to the thing which 
they afterwards eat. Now if the wafer used in the Eucha¬ 
rist be but a wafer as we have shown, then it is evident that 
Papists are chargealde with the grossest idolatry, but if it be 
really and truly God their saviour, it is equally evident that 
they are guilty of the monstrosity of swallowing entire the 
whole body, soul and divinity of Christ, and of eating their 
idol, an absurdity which no other idolater ever perpetrated. 

The Scriptures denounce the greatest judgments against 
all idolaters. It was for the sin of idolatry chiefly that the 
world was destroyed by the flood, for this sin God punished 
the nations of Canaan, and commanded them to lie destroyed 
from tlie face of the earth ; for this sin indeed God ofttiines 
punished his own people the Jews, and gave them up to the 
power of their enemies ;—for this sin, God gave up the 
Heathen, who changed the glory of the incorruptible God 
into an image made like to corruptible man, and to birds 
and to four-footed beasts, and creeping things, to a reprobate 
mind, and to all manner of uncleanness. (See Romans i. 23— 
32.) It is a sin to which corrupt human nature is ever prone, 
but which God has declared he will punish unto the third 
and fourth generation of them that hate him. Papists, how¬ 
ever, are exceedingly angry when they are charged with the 
sin of idolatry. In reference to the subject before us, we 
maintain that they are idolaters because they worship what 
we believe and know to be a piece of bread, just as we say 
that Hindus are idolaters because they worship images of 
wood and stone ; and so long as we are convinced, that the 
object of their adoration in the Mass is nought but bread and 
wine, we cannot but call such adoration idolatry, therefore 
the charge of disingenuousness brought against Protestants 
in regard to this matter, is futile and senseless. We are not 
disingenuous, we boldly call the adoration of the Eucharist 
idolatry, and we state th ^ reason why we so designate it. 
.But let us hear the accusi.tron and the grounds of it from 
Papists themselves. Thus Dr. Milner says— 

“ The first of these di.singenirous practices, (i. c. of Protestants,) 
consists in misrepresenting Catholics as worshippers of bread and 
wine in the Sacrament, and therefore as Idolaters, at the same 
time that our adversaries are perfectly aware that we firmly be¬ 
lieve, as an article of faith, that there is no brtad nor wine, but 
Christ alone, true God, as well as man, present in it. Supposing, 
fer a moment, that we are mistaken in this belief, the worst we 
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could be charged with ia an error, in supposing Christ to be wherd 
he is not; and nothing but uncharitable calumny, or gross inaten- 
tion, could accuse us of the heinous crime of Idolatry.” 

In reply to this we state—1, If the position maintained in 
this passage were allowed, the very foundations of all mora¬ 
lity and all religion would be destroyed. Papists it would 
appear ought not to be called idolaters, because they believe 
** Christ alone, true God, and true man to be present in the Eu¬ 
charist,” and the worst they can be charged with is a mistake 
or error in supposing that to be true, which is false ! This is 
a very delicate soft accusation, might not the thief or the 
libertine plead the same excuse. The man who steals my 
property, ought not, according to this be called a thief, “ that 
would be nothing but an uncharitable calumny,” he is only 
chargeable with an error in supposing that my property is 
better in his possession than in mine ! 

2. But again let us try Papists on the principles of this 
defence of their Champion. They doubtless agree to the 
soundness of the principle, that with what judgment we 
judge, we shall be judged : and with what measure we mete, 
it shall be measured to us again.” We would ask our oppo¬ 
nents, why do they call the Heathen, the Hindus for in¬ 
stance, idolaters.? Every intelligent Hindu will tell them, 
that he does not worship a stone or a piece of wood, but that 
he worships the deity whom he believes to be really present 
in the image after consecration ; and might not the Hindus 
say with as great propriety as Papists can, in the language 
of Dr. Milner ;—Supposing, for a moment that we are mis¬ 
taken, the worst we could be charged with is an error, in sup¬ 
posing God to be where he is not.” Now we ask, would Papists 
admit this explanation, and would they therefore cease to 
call Hindus idolaters ? we trow not. Whence then the pro¬ 
priety of this clamor about Protestant misrepresentation and 
calumny, we deal by Papists just as they deal by others in 
this matter, end they cannot object to have the same mea¬ 
sure dealt to them, which they deal out to others : they charge 
Hindus with gross idolatry for worshipping that as God which 
is not God, we in like manner charge Papists with equally 
gross idolatry in worshipping a wafer which is not God, as God. 
And we can no more consent to call this great sin of theirs 
a mistake or an errort than they will call the worship of the 
Hindus by these smooth names. Moreover, we have yet to 
leani that an error in judgtnent is not sin, aye and sin of the 
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grossest kind in the sight of God, in proportion to the subject 
regarding which the error is committed. We hope that Pa¬ 
pists do not maintain, with some modern infidels, that man is 
not responsible for his belief. If it be allowed that he is so, 
and that especially when he has the means of correcting his 
errors, then there is no force, no relevancy in the complaint 
made against Protestants for calling the adoration of the 
Eucharist, idolatry. 

We have thus stated the doctrine of the Church of Rome 
in regjird to the Eucharist, and shown that it is contrary to 
Scripture, reason and common sense, that it is idolatrous and 
wicked, dishonouring God, and destructive to the souls of men. 
We have stated the doctrine not in our own words, but in 
the words of the formularies acknowledged by Papists, on 
this ground therefore even our enemies cannot accuse us of 
unfairness. The inferences deduced are our own ; but they 
are such as necessarily arise from the doctrine, and the prin¬ 
ciples which it involves. It is in fact a doctrine invented, 
and well adapted to uphold priestcraft, to rivet on the necks 
of men the chains of priestly domination, the worst species 
of tyranny with which mankind were ever afflicted; to be¬ 
wilder, to frighten, and keep in subjection the souls of 
the simple, by the terror of pretended miracles and lying 
wonders. 

We warn our Protestant friends, who of late have begun to 
look upon Popery with a kindly eye in this city, and assist 
the Jesuits, by various means, in their aggressions; to be 
aware of the machinations of the Man of Sin. Popery is the 
most determined enemy to civil and religious liberty, as well 
as to the souls of men. The Jesuit may flatter you for a time, 
and lull your suspicions with smooth epithets, such as “ our 
Protestant friends—erring Christian brethren."* Know you ’ 
not that his Church condemns you as a heretic, curses and 
anathematizes you ? A re you aware that every Papist is bound 
according to his system to declare, in the words of the creed 
of Pius IV. that his is the true Catholic faith, without which 
no man can be saved ?** There may be indeed some who, in 
spite of Popery, would allow you to enjoy your own opinions 
without molestation, we speak not of individuals but of the 
system. The Jesuit in particular would soon make you feel, 
ha4 he the power, that the anathemas of his church were no 
threats ; were his power equal to hi3 will the thunders 
i^.the Vatican would soon burst over you with a violence, 
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unknown to our Protestant forefathers.* “ Beware of false 
prophets, which come to you in sheep’s clothing, but inwardly 
they are ravening wolves.” 

To our readers generally we recommend a diligent study 
of the Scriptures, there they will find Popery delineated by 
inspired Apostles and Prophets in its true colours. (See par¬ 
ticularly 2 Thessal. ii.; Rev. xiii. ; 2 Tim. ii.) 

In the Bible, the Church of Rome is called “ the bbast 
with seven heads and ten horns, whose name is blasphemy.” 
“ Mystery,” “ Babylon the Great,” “ the Mother ot Harlots 
and Abominations of the earth.” “The Mysieky op Iniquity” 
—“that WICKED [one] whom the Lord shall consume, with the 
spirit of his mouth, and shall destroy with the brightness of 
his coining.” 2 Tim, ii. 7. (The wicked) “ whose coming i> 
after the working of Satan with all power and signs and lying 
wondeis,” and with all deceivableness of unrighteousness, in 
them that perish. “ The antichrist,” “ the Man of Sin,” the 
Son of Perdition who opposeth,and exaltctli himself above all 
that is called God. “ Therefore come out ot her, (saith Je^us,) 
my people, that ye be not partakers of her sins, and that ye 
receive not her plagues, for her sins have reached unto heaven, 
and God hath remeinbeied her iniquities.” 

^ The Rt!v. Mr. Seott thus enumerates the murders perpetrated by 
P.ipists to U[)ln)ld their system. A million of the poor Waldenses pe¬ 
rished in France; nine hundred thousand orthodox Christians were 
slain, in less than thirty years after tlie institution of the Jesuits ; the 
Duke of Alva boasted of having put J6,000 to death in the Netherlands, 
by the hands of the (common executioner, during the space of a few 
years. The inquisition destroyed by various tortures, one hundred 
and fifty thousand Christians within thirty years.—Vide Scott’s Com¬ 
mentary on Rev. xiii. 
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^ <■ 

^If? ^f?l®T I 

^ncTT'gi «riCTir ?i 1 %flc*J? 5 ???- 

giC«T *tTf? I -nffc^? si^ptiwm? ?tJr- 

<i^b 

c^?i ®iT?atc® ^5<?‘rr5?t5 ^n-irjT 

a5f??i ^jf^^tcn? a^c®Tfcwr*i' c?^ *ftt- 

f^’^^*T 515 c?ca ^?c«j '5r5c?T>i « ?£t«W 1 
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tv ^jfv »r3jp^?t 

^51, <rsf tv fswc? sCHtfatsftJT, ^«t^i 

c?£8*if|[^ f[^*i 

K^ sri I JiSi^ir ^t^JT cv*f«» ^v, '®<tt 

fW ^c-onr ?i^^«i5rt«3« ^1^»Tt«. 

!(i I a^j^Ptcsi f^CTRT ?nt? srvTJT 

tttq ^cj, c’t sra® 

>^g[3rtfiT^ »firt<^ *1^!:^? 3n%^ ?l*f7 ^ c?Pi 

st^t^ »ra7i 

^f?c*f?r airg ^p'ptrs «ttc^ i 

^9.nc? ^Tf^ ,^Tc?r t^f^ 

ti^j^T^ir *2;^3rTV si^tc? ^as ¥t?n- 

^l?c^ mfstma I, ■5r|w« tv «iTsrr?r 

»iT«Ptci5 ^^t?r ^aitarj ^T5f^?fc*t? 'sfT^ 

af?*rfa^ ¥Tc?ti^aT^a «j?s3i?r vt^i^cs 

5I?:«l vii^’N Jn^>f¥ ?t^t*r <i?r*»T?r 

^^1ftr5|?t 5rfft^«i -9 a^aca ’if^^ 

wTcaiJT ttca-rcjf asr *f?a^4t 3ic5tc?t 
c*ia, wiat?’ TTc^Fj ?i aat^^c^i 

¥TC?rPiat^ etf ^ ^c?Ta ai | ^ ^(?, far?Fm?r- 
?rr¥ ¥t? ¥«T¥ata «tt1^?n *a;c^v st^ 
?t^«ita, J^a^ CJff^sjta, ca tv 

tv I ai:9j?t«( 

ut**?T «rt*t5r nt?f3^ B3ft»itc»ifr^ ^featsj'a cw*f*i 
ai, ^ ,5«i 0^^ '& f «>f%^ 



5g;4tJrt>rir^ TJt<ftc?r wjf*!? j 

?£t*t«^c*i JTfsfjHmr? «ttc^5r | 

^ ^T?r! cm^Pt^c? “ >r^^?r -a ^rtwr- 

^50iit*^ '5i«ft'< ^?f^5r 'srsr- 

f%f%?r sntir” 'srr^^rtf^^tc^ 

■« I 

. '^s.^CiT ^tfsr itc? 

’f^T '0 ®r?c?rTJf 5*ff?c^ 
sitfflsita; f^ aiftir 

5IT!3 ^®r, c^ “ ^tat? Jis?r 

^ I” 4i^Tf- 

^jT?rl% f?rf^?f^ ?aw? »fc?^ cw- 

f4t?rt?i, c^ c?[5tTt^ Tiw ^ 

»i»NF<mir ^t?n ^ ^5;tf%r?Ptf?c^ ^jrir >3 
af%2PT»rRrl 3pf?sj I t5:t? siw^ 4? c^ 
c^^t^^tir swfair^f etff^ l^*i tt^i «T- 

c^sr, f5 Ji^pc*) sfwfpst? »rair ar?r, ^jtMrrflRP 
<3 5ranrt^t^rTf?f etf^iF 

«Tnrf33P f^^T? ’rair wf% 'arff, ^?^T^ a’lUlf^^J 
»rsi?rTi? ^j^?i:^ ^fwr? Jurrsri srrti 
7t^ltstjTJrat?i »is(5 op»f«» ^nrJT, 

^T?pf?ra ?:t9i 

•jray‘n^^ s'fj«>ttr*f j 

vfi^c«l 'srtfsi ttc?’ ^t*lta, 4i[*v 

*3;c«T^. %^n “'jft 



c^?’* SR** ^tPrtiri «rflSr 

C5 wtf& Tt^tiCTj ?tf3*ft<PTat?r ?T?r- 
wc’Wi 3pf?c^. I ^ 

?!|si *3;?a5 'artf TJT <il^^ auot»ft5r 

tPTR ’srtfSr 

^KW ^ ^fsp^ 

^ ^?F!r I ^RT! ^T^t? ^■Rfj?tl% «<I^T- 

>3 ^1^51, Ol ’IST- 

*ft5T !(1 ^t'c'5 

1 'aiw^ a^^l wt^isa, iv 

^1 ^^?r ?tt% afRjw? 

<3 mSR C?tSf ^f?!n sticks, ^^RSf 
^Bttfj^cai wt<[3B stT^?n 5i»5;*f?s?:<^acatc’Jt5ft 

JCraJT *^1, fB?3Ft<ra^1^ 

ai;jc*fr5 cirf;aTan ?«i ^c?a i wt5;i, 'fl^'n[»r 

^51^ I 

. ’i«.»f!Rr wlfa *ispa vtc? 

Tt?rT’gt^?t?i ¥tiRrt\m^a? «ric?tJr ^- 
C9\ aifRi JTta 5Pf?cpia | artfsr 3Pf^- 

?iia, c^ ansrr? aia awi ttc^*ft^ 4 t?r 

^»ff^ aitf® I ^5;Tral, “ wTfa 

«!*t?pcsj3?, catar?: c»fai > ” 

t'arrfif f^ajtww »jfipjtw stacair 

wtfH iartaiWF'at?c?lst »f?c»w I wt^WFfa?^ 

^ia ai, ^ a;t?! caf^ta ca W aj% c^ta 



sfm ^f?»r I ^ ^ ’nrt*t4' ^*tjprsi 

5|r4rtt^ x^, ai^jst*! 

Wrssi >8 CiP'fW^<P CTW 

^T?r ^(j;?irfn% sswj 'sr^ 

'flip?:*! ®rtfsi TTcir 5 :^ 111 , ‘fl^^ *1- 

csst^ Tr?:?lT^T^^ cp;^ ^f?r^ 

slTf^t^TTa I f%fsp1%s?IC^ vfl^ 7jf^ ¥tC?t’^^T^ *1?«- 

5nt 'sitaTi:^ ¥t?T^tc^? ^t?«i f®5®pn I 

^tl5r ^ ®r1%?tt?r ^«ft«. Tr^?r scifj f^f^i^a-rig 
?tt^«tT^T^T!r ^ircsfi ^pflrsrm, 

f^l 5?i; ^f^c*R, 

cii 'ajtfsr c^TSt? ’^'tvr»f s[^«i s?1, 

5pt?*i *Wtw TJ’f st^T?r om ^ 

csn\j ar^ c^ifar w«Rn 

^f?gi ^; ^[j5?Ts ^^tr® 'artfsr 

^9t5n 5151^ *nf?r ai j 'st^'A^ ^ 

®:'31 'fl^irm sot%?r 

l[8a? C%5: ?£t«f 

•N 

*Tt»f »R5^ c?t5f ^fr?rjr, 

3gt-»t nt*( facnfWij 



Tit? jfzs ^^sa 

•^c^sft'S' ?tTTr? rt?t?i^ ^tc^ 
“^fs c^?” OT 3P? 25:t'»T I 
“tsTtlSf c?nl? TTc?^? Trt?i 

•’5^3?' ?£?1? ^pf?c«T ^1, 'artfSt <r«T- 

stc?' ♦ffirf^^ '3Ttf%, rstat? ^1%a^ jqf cn c^M? 

'ai^^rtat ^ ■*r5 ♦ft? ♦ff?s«*t, 

'fl?^ ^«?t?? ^tt?t ^t?t^ grt?f war 

^f?TI fPt^ ?? I WTfsr ^*f“ 

?t<Pt^1 ?#r3 t^?P I c? 'sitaft^ «iT?l 

?r^t?H»Jtt? JPT^J 5Plirr3 c??, ^t5:T?t iff?'? 

wtfa ?ff?t^ am 5pf? | Tf?! ?j1% 

4TTf?sj ?5ri^ ^ft^tatraft ^f??i ^T^Tt^ 

«n?t^ ^sfir^T, 4 ^*n Wfn 'S^Ttft ♦ff^^, a^, J97«\ 
3n5?J q^l'aT I TiRftiStsi 4TtF»r 

®ta3F a??j wTfs?, ^TTf^tfl? ’ar^8^?r«( ^ bi"^ 
-3 aa^iTf? ♦ff?t>f5t? ^TTt?1f? 

^f?t^ ??; f<P^ %t?:T?l C? 

??s c^t?K ?T»f? ®naFi5 

t)tt? ?sf?t^ ♦nt??, 'srf^r? «iT^fa «i'nsf?^ 
farra:^ ♦ff?5:T?t Tf?t^ -me?? sn, 
ai;tf5tf?tT sct; f^fsPHTT^a ’3[Tsr ttirr? ^^t^<3 
^t?sr ai I . 

' ^rft? wtla Ttt? ^t»iTa, '^?^ 

^%‘w Tt?tTP8 



cn aisf? ajft?r 

wsfTRj Tty7?i*f Tr§t? »raa 

?ft?rtc^, ^ artf', ’jsttir art*f- 

HTC^ 'art|rfs[ *ttf?r | as|^ri ^ 

.3fca?p «taiT 3Pfirc*i^, '^l^^ 

*j:»r?T?r *lJfs >i^»fir 

Afire'S in i «rc;rc^?t 

1 ^ 

«3?8Ji3 ajfcntciKC^f fei ^t^hi 

^5 ®rt^?r?tc*f?r w«tTi ^scir !ar?r?i 

•t'tc? if’^flr^ '511^^ ^c?ir i 

^sntcir?: v.^ *tc<ic^ c^t 
“ c^ c^tiT itjt%^'Wt?r 

irra*£|^^ 5 it^, ^tin, 

SHI, % 5f, ^ ^fS ^ffiHJtit 5pr?, c^ 

^T^T? »H ^*1 *>fTtC^, arsu 

’3T?i ^T35;i(^c?t? ssir«i ^esr ^ir si, 

5H?rTS esus ^51 ?tT*l 

W.V, 4s*\ '^^rs ^T5:T<r fair si- 

qrss^f c^TS ’IS!^ ^ir si | 

>ii^c«( aitfa sss rre? ^fiTls, viiS's ^gr- 
srjs^ ^'QS ^sj s:^ ?t?HH ssfirH *iT- 

f^«Tts I ?TC?t»(.’5t^s ssf?i:«Ts, ^s«\ ^tstr^ 

^ wf%*fir ^ts^Ts sg; ssf^^ aitfVfc®TS, cs 
wtfs ^lasTir mwT^iPT? ®TH ssfirin «rl%*f|r arts’*? 
«TT^ ^fiHts I artfs ^a^scirir fsstc^t«.scs flss 



spt?*i 5R:*rT- 

*N ’ 

^ ^ in ? I wTfit' ?5i^i5r msnc^ 

Tf^ swj ?tc^»r 5;?c^ f*fc*T • c^tsrr? ^t?f 

c^K3f ?;tcar I ^if%5 «t- 

^ ?tf% 

^«.»ff?[^JlTSt 5:t‘?T, J?7 «n ?t^- 

wc;^^ ^57r«i(ir*f ^Jtflsw ^irs ’s^’w- 

Jt5;tt? '«srt5 ?t?isr ^1?5T i ?rt!5^jiR stscsrt^^rTf^f 
irr^rtitj m, 3^^g-t»v ^srnr ^n- 

^«?rTc^ ?t?*tn?i?t*( ^«.ttf^»f!::^ TTir ?f^ ^f^i' 
^?rwj ^f?rs w I 
« '5i*fjit;TTf%^^ ^?rl W ifif^ «tTf^?'»> 

*'v 

SFCS:^ ?tt*t ^f5«T I Slf^Itf'TC^ ^•Jtif 

Ht?i «r^Ji I'^■«l5 

cttn 'Q ft’^TIT *J?s^?r «r^s^?c*i 'sf?- 

?r? ata:f^ ^51% ai, 

a^w^t ^Jtn ?Ta ^tf^n ^af%f?5irg’t ^t- 
snfjfsK^ 3P^5l *Ttin «t?r, «i|^^ af«f^fjt^ 

ijftatncjt? 'ar«nc5?' ^WH^iTCir ar^^tc? 

^qtTifca i 

. ‘«'a»c«i 'arttawHa tk? 7 ^1^1^51 t*tf|p5 

mf^siTS I if?;TtaT 
wisiWTR®?: wiatc^ ^Rw atya^«. 



?£w snat’fK ^^rttyi 

Tsi^9 ^i:<ft^^<tc*r ?tf^ ?;?C5iJr i ^ 
tt^inr ®csr^ tw^ wtftiri ^■aTTr^ 

^iSt »[twt» '8 ^c«rT*f^«riT ^«( waj arft^r 

n**t?Ptc*T? ^l?*i 1^>fr? 5 |t;«i ^f?rc«i5r, ^ f 
tT5:t? ^ •t'ST??? 5It5? %t^K^ 15S»n^ 

. ?F^ 3Xf% ^ItCWW? S^-i 

src-tf 5;tcsTJCi wcsc^ s^?j viftr^ir wg^ e^ '?r 

^s. ^ 

ar^c*) ^'ras?p?C‘( 5Ptc»r? fSrts^ 

sciTTfsr^fK ^c?Jr, JrrvJTiflr^f ^r-tf <i 

SCS^TaCSfJ tt^tCif? 

WT? 55T?Tr^ ^f»r^ c?ta >8 f^’sfW «ttc^ 

^^?t®n ?•«% '3 ?;t‘?1 

afstflrf^^ >» ^sfjTnr? <9 >3 Tl^^jiTfir^s 

^ <N 

8 ^8'jtni?' 8 ’tcif? ^5ca<r awt^’^tc? 
fi>7i^t«=i ^t<^5r I 

Wtfa 4^1^ WTC? a9?^ 

^Tsrt? ?T?T?rT^ 2Efjr«( ^f??ri 

?T5Tta7 “^fsr C9> ” t'35;i f^sriTn ;?J%i:»jJr| wtfsr 
^f^siTsr, c^r «it(5r ?£r^f%«iWFf?^'n:5f«ic»f- 
^■\ I f^ia c^ 1^, «iti5i fw^r<^T- 

a??!*! c^tatjT ata ap^ arifs:, tT^1?i c^Tatcat 
’3J5J5 caa ^f?c^a, c'^taTC'® 'st^tfwc^nr 
^?*f'8 I ai^sjua ^fSr «rtat? 

^T^lfr ?[y I ^j^sicnj aiTarir wsOTitJ 



>1^ ^ 'flsrs 

JTTt, o( 'ssrr? jpe:*! ^f|n:« *rTf%i 

«r5Ji5 «rT*Tft t5;tnj apf ictc^Jt sn, 5Pt?«i '8it*r& 

<^v ’ 

«rtsrnr t<T^3F I f 5:1 fS>ir« 5^*T 

'srriSf irtirmt^ ?^*m, «rac»fc5 

«nr5W5^i5 cai«>fiitnO[ 'Q ^tjpi 

ar?*i ^T?*rTi:»raFt5T ^fln:»r C5 ?f7- 

f%t? 5:t?li51 'flsra '5rtc5[jr, tt^- 

f^f»r5TS3[st*i ^s(WT^*i^T ?rf^ 

€T5:tl^c«t? W5»fjrtf? c^trsr 'srf^atJr 

I ^®?1^ ?£l% ft’!t1»I >3 Ttc^ 

cetcH 51 55f??i JEi^»r afstf^f^u 

^^iTTfSfJtC?? ’Tf’f?, « ^^f»Tf»R5 ^^I^WtrTT? 

<wnr, c^5:srf^f^'5 ^^ntifrn:?? ^5- 

*frit? ^T8.»r^j f^?T:«( ^ i 

anfsr wtc? 5:t?rr5, 

VTCa t K ^'t ^ iT Tfnrt^t^ ?j;5:t5fj«F «rT5tsi5 

*izs^ ¥t? ^ art5i-R5! ^*('5)^? 

a<».»T5:5rc«rt*f^<5[ 5iTf^tc«i51 45 ^ ^Tcn^crt^- 

^f??i ^1^ 

^?tc^ ^ c^ ‘‘ c^ wt- 

srtt^ ’sTf^c’srg:^’ ? ^T^rrir 4^*1 ^trt »isi?r 
cszw!^ «rTf^ *f?a TWpr»r^ sfc^rw^ntir ^ft- 
I” 4t ?i*f ^f%»r5 5i%»R, ot 

“«rra?l «r^ >»rtl ^«T»rt? 5(T?r^ f?tir Wilt- 



?so ^t?i ^fsr f>^I7^ 

^irc®Ttr^ >ri:FW ^ti%c<r i’ 

^ 59 * ^!:«tt«^^stci( 1 %?^ ‘jc^^ 

»tf^>rlTJr ?tac^ tt^-K ^f??n ^f^c^isr, 
c^r “ gifTCJr ^-drc^fl 

5P?Tl“?T? ?£f%351 ^sf^C^C^JT, 1%^ ^T? 'src^f^'ir 
. 5jf^5t«( 'srtsrrc^ ^tC8T?^ 3T^!fc^T5t ttTfJT ^;rj 

t^v 

JTrrtsr^ ^^?rt^ 'snft ^T- 

* <K.. 

^T^’Tfnr ^’91 ^f?!” ^TatC3P 

f^t? ff?i ^5;TTat 

'srm’^ 5!t%«iiT, 'flu's Itsi^ fF^ 

'5«.35^^ =?stf}?r iift*t^ '®r^” 

c*rc^ ?[^t»rj -am ^ JiTf%- 

¥i ^t*t^Jt?t ^f?rr2i^ ; 
’5ri54^ f>^^?? iTBt? >3 

l^fdf^ ®rTC5, ^^J9ti 

^tfTF 5:fTf?- I sw 4t ca 'src^^c^f 
f’25:r*iTc^? f«n 3 c«i<!^5^?c'5 ^f^^?if4r?n 
«rJr^?FT!:®T? ^•dfTfy5ist?t ^l7r^ t“Tg^ ^;r. ^t- 

f:t?t'3 f^f«»«.^tc«i?r l^fst's sic^T- 

f^SfT^ *5?8n? STTC^, 

■■*r?r^TJr 3?;t’?n ^«>*Tsr f^5?rc‘i ^3’T5r*«f 

®:tTn Ji^ir c?pf c^T^tfT?i ^^sc-or 

I >^l7^ -^f^^jfK^j? f^Tg- 

’5rsnTc?nr if»f5j cf ssiitc^. 



*511^ <r5T- 

sTTffffl?:^ ?nrtar 

j7^?*i •JTtir I 

3i:?rt*r*f Ttc? ?t?rt- 

^f?rc®i ?j5:’art53l “ c^ ?” ^ 5:1 f%«5t- 

5n I ^ifsj cir ^tfa -wt^, ^t^csfJ 

^fa a^:, c^r ^tfa 

3fa a?«> 5;t‘¥i 5i^^e( 

ttwta ^f?? 3T^?t“\ t‘3?;'! ^at? 55rf%»i'?r 

’5rm‘m, C5 ®rtfa c^tat?r ^^cipf jj?;*) I ” t^i 
5ii^?n ®rTfa ¥T?rT^ 

'f ^t'^iTa ai; ®r¥c*rc¥ c^fuf^ita c¥ 
vg ^ •Q f^j ^«??:^?a^jac4t 

^f?5T I ’5if%*r¥ 

'»n?t5Ttf^a! ^fa ?£¥tra ^Jift ^f?z^ t-9^ ¥C?a, 
1%^ ^t^t?i ¥^a«s ^5;s3st? ¥*^53 
^1% catcsf ^a.¥a¥?r ^nr, 

v£i¥“\ 'fi war*fc¥ fa^at?: 

Ji^atsrr?*! 'ii^stan ^ a^r?? 

Rti^ca? am ¥*n m 1 

>ii^i:«) ^tfa ¥Ti:? ¥:t*iTa, >41 as 

«j;f:a<:j(j c2twri%5im ¥t?m'5 asatcis <j?;TTa7 

arwsrsrta^ artatc^ 5ia:«( asf?cm, a^ta i%fa 
a«.»Tj^^ ^rstt^^sta thi atft? ai^ 4as ait%- 



c^ffitc^TST. 1%^ ®rtat?' ^f 3 ^T?r ^?r?>i<r c¥- 

*3;^^ ®r7c*rc7 

sc-«t I ’ft? TEnj -Q a!twrwt?n 

^?t*lc^ 'aF»tsH®s1^ ^■tfmc'st f?r?^ ^?t> 

^?n «r;(gf ^?c*r^ aWJT ^c?rsT, 1%^ 

'5T^?1 sft^irJjf fyirc^tor cutest 

c^t^JT ^^isrtTtc??’ ^ >8 ^^si wsfjtc??, ff, 

**, o®, 8 <r5> *t»ftf^?r *iac?:<r 

^Tf^cis srtc^ I 

c^ v^m esr 'siT^itc^ c^fJi' 

t£^t<r c>Ttf sji^^l ^tt I 

^tfa ifk f^^t?' 8 ■5gr‘tt'j;«i' 

«8 ^SOtC? 5ITft?r C^ 31^5^ ^f%5 ^tc^, 

sicJTTC^T^ 8 f^^ti%f^c7’*f ^srsn? ^^s- 

^?c«i ^Ft? c^aTfifi:?t? '5r^»f:f c^T*f cf 
^ tfsf c^t5it%:st?r *f® 5^1^, 3i<r®\ ®f?[a ?]?- 

Ft? I ^Wtir CF ^J1%? 

8 ’a»t?r ^tc^, ^ti:tf*fc?r? c^tsrrf%?n:^ 
3pf?CFf^, af3[«i ^?r I ^Tfa ^spiT^ wTc? 

Tf?'tmF 5t«.®tf^- 

¥7? ^f?fC?ja[ I wt^ ?t?n5[tF 

^?ttc^ ^t%?’ >^1^ ^t«f5i;rr3T(?? Ffc?t3t 

c 3 



4?®\ '^if^ 5iift?r ^51^511% ^ 

c^^1^»!lcs w ^?tc'3 '5r:5c*rw s;^ 

'Q >iwt^ ^?’*ttc^ 

’J’Tl ^sr, f^ 

srt^jf <j ^^c?Ti[ ^?tc^ ^t^t?t« opcac^ 
?!?: ¥l? ^>j;?r itfi% c’fi^ ^f??n ^5;tc^ ?5^ir 
>ia<^^«i as;:? i »^^t^ ’sjt^i »in^ 

?tf%*rt«=ia, 5iT®\5itf?^ '8 ^ atacJitf^^ ^W- 

^c?: I c?if?r«CT[l[ twt? a^atsfjtc? ^fst^ cWtc^i? 

jT^»r 4^ i 

'STTfa 5[^a*f iTc? ^’fsita, s^I^^ 

*3;OTt'^ a^tc? Tt?tat^ ^f?cir ^t?¥ ^ft^ita i oi- 
fif^ita, aufta 8 ®r¥F?5ti:*t? Ji^ta 
a>®Tf^ ¥T?1 ^ ^iT^TCi?, =^?1^ 

^tat?r atc^j si^csit' aft? ?n? 5:t?i ca^a;^ 
atrat^fta a'ft'^ ai | artft ft?^ ^t«ila ai i 
aiac»n:a a^*t ^tc? ^^t?l aa}? a^«fa alar«( 
artat? «tf??? ?t?*i atalf^c^t? ftf^- 

MC'tai aa)? faac? ataift^tras a^ait ^’tcaH fa- 
caa I ^;^t®\ 'a^C‘( arfs jrsc? ^jaTtat atanfa 
♦fftai? att?ta.¥t^a asftai ajtau^ ga*i ^l¥- 
c*ia, ^a-v aaaft a'acaaca la^'^ atatca anal 



'8 ^stt? ^4tr5Tc<t 
ftass ^tun Ji^Tsrfl^fc^ 

v<) ffs». 

f*r?l sttC3P, ^5:T?l *rf^« f Ji»N»t5f 

5^^?1 '4”^f?^ c?tH ft^?r«i ^?r, -^t^? }^?1? 

^?«t 

^f??n 

«rTf%iri ®i^^tc«T Jj-nfif 

??f ^3Cir srfSrjrp 

cKv * ^ 

^srtfsr 4 ^t«i iT^?*r ¥ti:?r 5;l'?i 

^T?5 =s?tr^ «f5:t5rj^ ^Ti%*f? 

^T^Jtt%? citl^H>iwt^ <3 ^«.iiac5?: 
f^<rpfT?i' <isf?c5ia, 1%^ ^Ifa Tr?i 
7t5;^tr?r ^rf1% aT«ii 

^T?ir *fj5i 1^ ^ ^]t% 

aif^u 3ii?r*tT<tf ^tc^a i ^Tfa^g ^ir*Tf?’ ^^t- 

<K ^ 

^tIt ^irl? ’'f?lc? JM *3;3a<? 

%t5:tC3s <^at?t^tJ ^f?r«iTa | -sft^ 

>3 ^sraj Ra^f ^?'*tt*fnr 

3ncat*^c^ ^a, Tt^t?i 

?£«ca c3'tsfTf%^^ tt=^t*r «i?8^? ^5 

at^j Jjac?; ^ac5;Jii ?£^t*f ^f?rc^ sttt^, 

tsftfj«?«(^a*fs ^fars 



ar^t^^TSrt^ 2W a’f’W 

*a;5tf5p'%l^ Fjrrst ♦lira --rtf^ ^ I 

^snfa rrt?. 5;??n 

?t^3Ptnr Tt?rt5rt^ 3¥?ic^ 

“ c^ 4 TOcifTi' if«watJr wK^a?” f5:i 

1%^»n i ^Tfa 5pf^Ta, ct ca bt-' 

c’ttf^ ar?ij fsitc^i? c^gf ap)^ 2?;t?tC5, ^Tta 
^jf^, ata 2fac*t ajt% 

sgf^ a5;^Tc? ^taiir »i'if’5C«i 
^^aTi3 ^?P*tl *J^as ^«^atr^ a5;t*ft’^ ^■R? 

aals ?tT’^a1 I '5«>*^c? ^tfa ^vft?r 
aT^wj ?tca»r <3?rsa? ^t5:t? ^taHfHs- 

^?c<( ^f??i srac’^ca ^T5:li:^ a-vit 

<K. 

^ara asttsrta i at5;t?n ®i'r*^aKa?r 

caisf ^c^a, « ^^aj a^a’s*! 
sraata 'Sica aitt's^ sftca'a, ^T^T?t^ 

«tfa3 <rt^ asfac«( catca af a^a^tca 
ataai^f*! ascaa, arac^fca afstaa a^ ala 
’liaiaTa^tllra ws[^a7 sttfaai ar^atc^r acrta- 
aptaa ai^ afl^aa '5rrc?ta*i ^caa i 

ca ^aai, feraa aaa «trt «iia»\ taata 
aaa! ca ajf^ aatatca? ^featata fjrgj, ’•ils- 
atcaa *ftatc?f atf^ caaca atfaa, -.qas jfaiatcaa 
?ia«- calf ^tcn atf^ a.tirt'S caiata ^aa*jcaa 



1% ^i-a? C^ TfifSTfl*!, 

c^ (r^rat? 4^^ ^a jfHfitir 

Prf^ c^taT?t ^T?*! ^^'3?*j *J?«- 

»T?r ®iJi^ ag»n c^»rTf% '3 

cK». " 

aFftirtc^a ? ^fa 3 

ajTsisrr^ af%??5;tr^ ^rt^- 

jTt^ ft?'® 

^?n, ett** at^ar^s 5][i5:*i jra^f 

a?: ? (r^tat? t% f^'nr‘=5c?? a«t- 

?ata ?t-»H 5:a? -fift^ wa:^ yra swt 

?:t^l c^Tatr^ ca aa fa's?*! ^aj at?^c?t arc^f^Pi 
asfarsc^a, arl^ ata 3 ^ata ca ^(a, c'staTjr f^ 

^tai Sta'i * 1 ^ aa? artfa ft-aa 

asfaai estate?? iftu Kz ajanca? a«a 3 

a’^a *ta, '^la^ v^ir 3 aiainr 3 fa’^Tfaa f%fif^ 

^ajtr?? a;f <iTt ^ ^fac'® ai^ata asf? 1 
wt^^fa laat? ^taai *3;^faT'f^ ai^ta^ Trcaa I'sm 
^a*tta^ '®wj art’^atca' astat? 4*^51 

a? ^tat?r 'f^iai wa, facaaafa^ l 

SHDJilCAX AlI. 











PRACTICAL REMARKS § 

ON THE CREATION OF MAN. 
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^ Vfy VJ5»^ V!V ^ ^ 


1['5 WC5;? 

?pf?riitt^^ I sfifj c>if 

ftf5[ ^tfj snpigtf^ 5j5;?tc*t? ^3fsr ^f??rtr'5ir i 
^“\*l®^tir c»i^ *T?at?tHj ^a tc^ c^it^Jit^r, f?ifa 
c?ttF?Ti:?tTF? Jia??r »fl^T<^W? '3 

f^WT*i I a^ta; c^tt 1%1^ 

acsfj a-^^rj ^1%r3s ji^tf <3 

tt^a-fsoTC?? ^^fa®\-*r^ ncif a^gj 
«ft5^? aapj!:*) st^T? ^tC5, ^sri. 

‘' asf^csia, 'STTa?! S£i%af¥c^ 

■Q m^c"!J wma? (®r«fT®. a^c^i?) »t 1^ ; ^t- 

^t?i a«.»i]?tc*t?r, « c-»t5?r <T(%?tc*t?', »fla^ 

2^Taj<j <aj"'n-^?ti:*f{r 'S ^t<r«. 4a*\ ^fa 

^f?c5 l” C5: 

'ii'^C‘1 ai9j^tc«tir '5iTl^a <pk«? 



Wt?"i c^tst? siwTswj ^lt?rtif? 

I ^«t1, ?£«tS'5*, W^tfl’sr? 

« C2rt ot 'SSl^- 

c«lT^f? ^i^*! '5rfir^?l ^f?r?tc’5ar | 

ftwwi ^fgfi ocf^tc*! ^TT*nt c^sc 
5:fc3 CJf ^?c5i^?r tc«rc?i f^- 

« sra^ ??c*t ^ ^f?iiui5ar i 

a afvpft’flir ai5j^ti% 
(% et^t? ^ <8 ^1%2ttTr »I5I^ SC^tSCifJ 
^f?^TCi5JT I 

^3^ t£5T*rat31 

?£9t5J^s, a^3j3rr^c<P >itl%- 

*nr J[it^ ^-^3 ^ ^f?3i ’® 5 ;<»ff?r ^<»fr3t^ 3i^j 

vb ^ 

tcmc*) ^?tW«C5l3 ?prt3 I 

f^gt^fstNS 3t^j 3 t^t«. 

•l 

*Tcinr 333t^c? ^l5;tf»tc^Rr 
3sf33U53; 331, “ *^3 f'ffy 

^f%C313, C5ta?1 t{®t3^ ■8 3^3^’^ 5:8, 43^ 
«tf3?ftc^ *tf?*i«r ^f?r3l <p?, 43^ 3f9r^ 

a«.3j3«l, 8 C333 8 ^fai^ ^C3t3tfa 3i^3C‘t?r 

^^C3 ^3 1” 3jf«t3 «f|^m33 3TC’t^ 3T3SJ 

'i'i<t 3I3JTC33 C3Tf"f *^U3 ^ 

331, “ ^3 3l’^t«■ 73 ^a(’3C3?r, 1%^ 

a53J 3^af33C^P ♦jtol f3C*T3 I” 



=W5tif^?f{r J^sc^ 1% a5:K ^ 5;c?^ t 

^»fjf^ c^tJT ^?7?r 

^rt^T^tir f^^T?'‘i c’fJT, 

^rcgr<t f%l^ ^;r *X^'5tc?r ^*ftf%^ ^f?irl, 

«ii?rs Trc?rt«t(:^tf^ 

^f?nn ^«tt?r Jig:Rr^ ^tftJr '^c?5r, 

^vs*t ^fiirpr f?’!r*TTi5i 

a'55j®tf%? ^■9t Jic^Tc^tnc^Tfil 
5?j Jim?;? ^1T?1 ^t5:tlTf^tc^ 'ii^^Ttsj 

3T®v5ft*tJT ^f?r?w;t, ci;^ ®5t- 

'STQCs^? <p^W»T a5;i ^f|r- 

TTfc^a I cK 5i^^?t-i, f^t?r 

if?i '3 'sr^ft? at5:t^i 5f?t>fK?r Jiac^ 

^ifi5 ®r<^f?C’^tsrJ ^'539^ 715; gjp’K ^?n 

C5tsrt?r | ck 

^zi ca^ ^?ts.*i'i% «t?a ^sra*!; 

sraj^Tf stcta i ftc’t^'ss ^ s & ^vn- 

aij ?t«ta <3 f%^7? sr-rc^, Tisn, “ 

ca’tfc?^ traj^-pf z^ ^lat? aa, ^^ca’^i:?? 

ifaJ^tif I ^tfa at7[^l5-a ♦rjca’^c?? ^raj^T? 
asfifa, <3 ata«. 'aitat? tit*! «rt?:^, ^ta«. 

^*1? irta ?pf?a i” 

«rt^! ^ fa^sty fa^T*t « wc^ 

^ «it^^au?[ afvtff?? a^caj? Jj^a a-f?- 



^sp5rrtatc?iir ?fsm *izw st^'K j 

■?r«n “ ^?r afc^? (7if firw 

^♦fJT ^ l” ?pf?pC^5r 

etf% ?t9t:a ♦trg? *fl^lTpr 'sistjtnr?' 

?rt^ ^•Rng, iin, “ *j?5 if’src?? ‘^l?^ ^t- 

Ft^?i ?t'«i 

^?r ^ I” 4^^ *Tr«3? 

^«tir wsotc?? iT^sr ttat*! 

5:'S?i ^T?; ^sn, “ ■N’c?'?' sf^j I” 

^?pf}’^c?? ^T^^jfTiti:? c^r ^wir, f^ 

^irrrc^r?' 

' 3 ^ 1 ’T wi, “srt? (:^ia?l 

^Rj?r ?t1% fs^rji ^sri ^i, rstsj?! spc^'V 

?{1%- 

®ig;7iti:?r ^ssTc?;:^ ^5ff^Tw% c^ 

<3i'i;i st5‘*i r ttf% 

cWtc^i? *^caf? 5^5^ ^Tifrtnr? 

«Tc?:^'8 « >ri5j- 

% 

>fz^ a^'ifJT'ti:? 3T$ c^r ^t5;i 

<\ <. <Ny 

j[^«i ^f?RrlC5 I” 

w^ii5 «F?tiTl’^?' ^?a *tf%g ftsrrc? cinsrrfe?t? 
«tf3g ^'8?n ^gi*^ iseta ^f?rc^ 

c^^, ^t?*! c? ^c??t ^t3^1 



^8 


8* 2£^t'^‘ 

'ajtc^ • ^sn, “ C^ta?1 
arrfsi »rf?® 1 ^’ ^fi[?is55 

^sou?? 8* ^f,'8 t3t?n:»nr ?£t^ c^c^i? ^fri3?r 
^nr?? ^itr^ f^^nr? tj«rsi >i^- 

msfi?*! ^fria? ^spjt*f >3 m? ijfe \ 

S^^?tC*lT 3T®5r ^tC«T 

f^ <3 RcsiwtiFP ? ^T?r«( “^a?i 

arT^^tnnr ?£f%^f¥c^ « Jtt^’^j 'srt’fsr (^^T«- sf- 

5j5tc‘t?) ^1t3fsr?r wt?i C5IW 

5;tc^D5, c^ t^tSt ®Tf% *3X30 

.ifl^ ^C9P aaf'ti 7 ^ 0^ I 

0!T?*i ?r.sra f%la >3 

3is^?Tf% ^ ?®r wcis;? *»rr<f^j 5is^«i 
JI3S 3 'arajtaj ^05tc*f?r 

3c?ar, '®«.^tc*T “ ^Ta?i '5rt^J(tr>nr ” 

¥T<PJ f3tf^ ttCatft STtt, t’^c^ 

3Ttl%’^ir f7?:3rFai 

3 ftirnr ^?«5i?r Sf’fj 3pf^^ «rsrjiaj 

?rt5rtaj I 

-Mtc^ vji^c*( '5Pifn7i;ta 

ttati *10?; I ■Jnnf^ «rt1%- 

«3:st3F9 010SJ 0WJ 0t0 ^>i?r ?i^T*l‘ 01 0T0ii 

C0st0 ?t0st? 0sr?0, 

c0t ^iX’R?: 0??: l00T?r*i *t?«*nr 



^f?r, ca “ ^laji ecf%al%1:« •■'S 

^t^ra (sr5^5K*r<r) <pf?,” 

’la?; ^T5:t?r ?tf% ftcufW *tTu?r? ^1?«i “®rta?n’^ 
'ilt ^t<PT ■JTifjfH’ C^tJT '^*tf% 

c35ta “ ^tairi c^tat? f ^s >f*v- 

jfTca ^3f” t^tf^ Jtuijtsfa ?pc?a, '5c?r 
^^’*rjt “ ^ta?i a^ 

^ift? t»iaj Tita^«tc*t Jiac^^r I 

a^®5t«i, c^atf^^t? 1% 4a«. 

^5ff?r 3Ta5;r^ ‘‘^tari 'srt^^atctr? ” 

l‘^Jtf*f it?i 5pf?^Tf^i:?ra ? -snfjfW 

casia c^ta c’pl' cw.^ ag-'n Tic;^ 

^a, ^ca f^ia 1% arf% ata f:8f4fa fa^^ =5f%aaaf 
♦tata’f 5fa*i asfacaa ? ^t? cat ata ajf^st f% 4^«.- 
«^Ta’^ aatca? cat?tJ ^3J *^Tca ? >iia“v cat 

neap's f^ ta;i wisjg sreaTstJ^a cafa 5:tca 
ai, ca 1^1^ ^aiW’a ^?Fa? asttfj aatai c^^ 
aJa ^faaaas -afg^ ■pira ^f%- 

caa ? ar^^iia <taca’?? ca ^^tarsca? 
a^?^ga51ta aa^s ^arra^ caT^atai fawT«( aaca 
asfhr^^acaa isfaaaas aata«f tt?*! aslaat- 

f^caa, arraTajasT faFlir ’I'Ta'Cspsrfa^ fa- 

atca? g:l% aartf^ t^cafa a;tc^ ate? ai i tacaaas 
atc?j? at?i ta;t? g^t ?taT«i ?tt?r t«tn 



imr, ^ '3 

’ K 

’Tsjsf'fwc^r f^, 4«n»i(5^ *taT«t c?:^ 

?tsts efsrjrmtc?? ^>f, « tf^- 

c?? c*^»t fsTf^ra *^3? ^>rjtc?r? 

•nir 'il3^ lTTfsrC?C5T? '5f?7J?T(:^ Tt«rTt3TTr?r^ 
^SPS « I 

35^t°v t3;i f^§*icsfc^ c*f “wt- 

snn wt^^tcif?” f'^Jtf^ <Tt?c5P?lir<p 3t?pj 
eti^ Isrcuf’^ ^1 ^»rcir*r«j^- 

c<p? w^stsfiTC?? 'rrf3“s’^l% *nfT3l% 'il^lsfg^»f«. 
rnr ■<???: i 

3 c^ ^atsn 3;??rrc’5, 

wT?r f^fsp3ni33 »r<:^5; «^ir? ai i «rH 

S£at«l3 silHf^saCiO 3:3?i 

4k, %k 

■JTT?, aifit^ ’Sit?- ai 

35f??n Jia^ c^T5:a 

^^laiFtc?? ^tsiatsntcTr? ?t«ta 

*fc<33' 

ttsnattfjTt?? (:3T?’'f f a3®f)? %fs 
^Ci3? ^^TXjtC5? a3S 'flu's f 
cHi^f ncoi? tt«tat>J3lcTf? ^ 

Tlfe >3 ^tl! ^? 1 

^ i 

<X a?3i, ^fa 3r<fi:»f faif¥% f;tirt5, 

c^H ca ?»f ^^513, 3 ^tT^rsT? 

'^fa c»it ^1 aj^ 



C^tSTf? (TStSTtr^P 

aaa ?;?, ^t?*) aw 

c^tsrt? ^sicir ij;^^ ?tjf^ 'srt? i 

atsfj wcac^ ^Tatc<F a!^^ aPt 
*^tt?ir, cac^^ artfa a^'' *jwi aTjarsrtf^? >«i^t- 
^ ?rf^»rfTr^^ asf?rc^f5*ita, 4^c«i fi? 

. am aa^ ?£nrT?r ^fa ? 

WJ artfa I CK '^4 aitata <jasa? 

afa*( af? ( aifarp^ a^r?^? c^tatc^ faa 

auasj? ?t?i acTtaa a?!acac^, asn, “ aFyraHaasf^ 
^ a:«atafa ‘Si'«nr arfa?i artatf^^nr «rtf^ 

ara^ araf|[^ atf^ai cat a^ t’Jc?? at«iT? 
a^ 'Q a#Bta ?t5t?r ^farsfs; ( 
ararfca? ?iaa *fa ■« ^8* arsatcaa a^ ^a) 
ca; ataa, 4”!ffaaf aac^f ftfwa ca ^fa, catat? 

asai a:tc^c5 ?” 

^$t*( 'fl^c*! catatc^ fag at^jatai ac^taa ^fa- 
; asn, “ c^ a5[3t?t*i, a^»rf^ataa5^^ ^fwa 
ai-saiafa artaai atc^f «tfa 3 a«(, 'S ^at- 

caT*tf|[ artcat^ ^tata sjasaa ^tac??*a asfac^t^, 
a{a« aitatftc^t? am ^at? ata^O alt, 
cat ^tasatata ttata afa, >^la^ araj 

c^a; aitatiacita »fag:a»f^ ai at^tc^« ‘ iaaa 
« sit% atfs ^a ®arttr ( 
arajia «aa) c^Taai ca -t’afa^ a^- 

*N 



f>rTj% 1% cnf t’’snr 

Sf^mKnr?- ♦rtiT^aFta jnJTTfir>r 

CK ^?1^tc?r f^- 
fw% atsT^^^f, si«.<p5|3? ^^5~nrtf^ 

c^t«tT5;?’c« 5;?r?” 

?iTf^5;Tf? 'Q firata[f^^ c^lsrtcinr 

4t ?pl?c^; ^«n, " «rt- 

5I?1 CJft 

«rf%t£t?rli'JTti:? ^ ^ 

¥c?r ?r*f«\m^t»f ?£*ft^ ^fit, CK 

1%f¥5 s^5j«t«i, «rt5iFi ^ ^t?rc«i 

fSJi^ <^>51 <3 'srtai'T^ 

*4iwr«( 5i«5r <p^- 

c^tig; ■Jri!tl, “ CK «it5i?i ®t^t?r 

iift, c^taifTfC?!? 5.wtl^1 

^ia?i «^-f3^-s ■Q ^«n^ 

I” c^ a^^j, c^Tsrtr^ ! c^Tat? 

wftat's.nf^? tai?^c?r? ji^- 

at*JJTt?r?r <3 «^if? at^J »Ta^ 

as?; asn, “^aca’JT? asc^a, ^t?t?l ajtsjTC^P 
ca cip’a c??, '5t5;i i% ^i5:icsr? qprr? >8 ac^r? 

<K,u 

faa«f^t? fafa^ 5 ;t‘ca ai ? aj^^a tt"® *t?ca’sr? 4^ 
ap<n ^c?;a, ca^r, 4t ^ica? ^nia <3 a^aj ^ 



■s -s 'ffSr?r 

«rrat? <?3FTsf >3 

1%^*i jn I” c^ 

5rr^5 ^ ^*>fnrT^ ^ 

^flm > ^ ^ c^ f5:t?n sti^^'^ 

c^stsrf? '5r^8^?r«r? ^t^;r^i, 

^■nrtr^ ^ CJT >ii ^«ti «>ft?r, f ^1 f^fFar 

STC^, f?p^ ft»ftf?r?r ?{«raiirJtra? 

^?f»f>aT?? <tm Tl9tl 

n ’ ’ 

“ c?rr? ^TfsTc^p >3 '5rf«t;r 

•»ft>tJ stcJT, t'>rtr5«i5*v’‘r srtsitc^ 

3 cm^ f^C?5:n ^r? :^1 I” 

ar=5>fl? ^ >il ?c^t?r 'ariSSt^T ?:l“^t5’, 

c?r WTC?r?r <»frif? fir- 

Jtf^sftcJT w\z^n\^i{ cf;^ 

5:3W? C^TFfJ ^3, ■JTStl, ‘■•C? ’ST^riT, =ff5I 

f^<^f%^t?r ^ci5 f^iri ^t5;t?r fapgi c>ff4^i 
f%W1 I” vi|WC«( fJT’Vtlirc??' ?t' 

«rsi wsotr<r? ^ fiif4^ tT^j af?re( 

^i«ti, “ wt5;i! c^tar ^tcq: 

arTf, JWi3 3 3 

wir^, >31^ c^«*n f% ^Tsn ^ir utt, ■ii^'s ?3?r- 
wt?l f3s-m5i3 ^?1 ?rT?r JTlt I” '*rf^ fw^lw 
ft’Tft't? 'St, sisotnr?’ «YspFi 3 ^ *^if? 

af7*( ^?; ?fstl “’5t^t?n 5$, >i^^^ WT^ 

D 3 



«rtn^ 'Q ffe*T 3f^’^ ^TT I 3JT? « 'apHTJ^ C^ft^P 

»r^*T, ms?! ^^ra^CjT? etl^ 

^1? f% c^t5JiT»nr omrrf? 

in:?^, ■« c^tatanr ^ f^- 

f»r^^s fSrs l5[f?far?? w$srrsfnr?r? Jt?ra »fnr 

n 

1%f^^ Tr^T?1 ®r1x^ C^T^ ^- 

cs^ I *■ ’art^t^ 'aiT’Tsr fSt?* 

1^55 jisr^ 3ftc;r, >3 >8 55T5iCFry 'art- 

•mtCTor ^tsjsrtitarsnr 3 p 1^ ^rar, 1^ artst? c*Tn:^?i 
^?cs’!rc?? ?71% artw an 1 ” ar1>ra 

arsfjTC?? ■« f^t3 

5SfT^ a:3 j aitf^ -s if’^nnr 

C^^t^Tf? anc>5 f^ ST1, mzifl 

♦r^ca’sr? smjJi^Knr? et% fa?>ff«i ^f??n 

stK^a" I ai^csf f^^srsTT^t '9 f;w^T?T^?r; 

an, 4 ?? ari 1 ” '^la^ • ^a- 
^t^j'Q fitJJis’T? ?tm«i; ai«ti, cari^ar 

f^if-ata 3g;fTsiTFti:?? ^'a1?rT«at79? ^car, “ 
S^aiJCH'5 ^^t?1 

ai»^t?Ta; ^sT 3Tt*! I” 'flt asr*! CK aJW, (Tarsrr? 
arT?r 1% aitt^> ^fsr afsnfK??^ 

^f^c=5 ♦ft? an I ar^4^ ar^nf^fc?? 
TT^'^5*f f?[a«T S{a:‘nsf^ ^fii ^ aifar 

W aiftm acaitsiwj wpjs^j^Trrc? ^f»% 



1^ sn } ^?5:, ^tC'5 

fts»rs’^ w^f (Tff4ic3 ♦ft^, C9 ^fa *Tt*Tt- 
3^ Srf?*l 5Pf^ »f1%^ I 

«rt? mjf^ ^ ^t'Fi «t^, 

»rf5;?nir <3 ^'S, 

^U‘1 ^5tgl?l c'stau^ c^rf fg’^atc’tg ct 2 Ft*nii<^ 
^«rtf^ ^atw gsfgc^ ’tb’J 
sn; fgr«pr ?8 * 3 Ta^r^ »rt^Tr?-tf^ « ^gr? Igryt^it- 
g?«) »fi?^jti:5t fg?^ ^csT c^atg 
gT3f »T^ c^tatT fg^w m«pj epnca 
g^, ^^-nr*! ^gt?n ^gtg afgatgrai laf%% 

’ «N 

g:'8?Tt'5 trgtirt’ g 1 %?i ^gs ^ 

eg >4”!rfgg^ *^gt^ g^®r ^tegraa 'q ^-st gc^t- 
^tt^:f^ facgtfw^ ^fgeg, t'gi g^gtfW fggt? fgg; 

«^tt? ai I tgr^g®? eg ga® fgjtfgirfiri 

^ #tgeg? gr^tg tagt?«i >3 fagjTf^atcirg jtc^t- 
g*) gsfgcg^, ^Tgt'S aitg f^Tc? g^^s <r5TaT?r 
aeg I wt? f Si eg ^^a gt?«( .ggs 

^sgai <Fgta gi /gggafte*!? ^ TP-jfg gi 
♦nsr«te*t? e«=Jtarrgi ^g gjge^ <3 ^e*rtf %=5 
Jigs grtif?^ grggrrgc^ grpj;*!' =5tgt« 

g^^* e^tat? atgi eg a^gj, e^tat? egg 
gi?*! gte^, eg ggp^r fggrgg^ fgg?«i e^TaTcgt 
<7f^ ^’g? galc^f ^fgirg gfeg^, ^gs 

fggggt gi ^♦rf^ gffgcg, tg;l giag^ <n^i 



c5Ftsf 

5:?‘C3r I c^tatr^ *3wn5s 'art? 43? 

ttJrrk ^f?; trsin, >r«><Pt®n5T 4ifsr srta^ 

5-4m? ^tca fesra, ^«.^tc®i '^fa ^«rr- 

^nir ^^rtfif ^rac^ir srra?^ 3I^^ ?£TR 

"f1% ^) ^?t^ ^ c^t>r 5:tc^ci5, at 

^«>«PTc«i 3rc5fft^f? «rsft’jr?r 4^^ 

5^? ^i?fc«i ’siftrr ®rt^t<[^ stif^^i 'sr^ I 

^ 4^*1, CK af5j, ^9t3n ^8.raFT»r 

^ «ttf^, matai >8 3rt^tf%c^ 

^f??l c55aa ^t^t?l 4^*1 c^taT? c>Tt‘ 

2R«1 ? 5J5?T®n 4^’^T?1 (TSTat? 

3r^'*fjl‘ Rtsf ^f?rc^ a«,- 

^itsrtaj ■^^rr^Tfsf c^tat? apa^TC3? 

^«n -Q ^Ttt^c^a I 

a^^J, ^ CifK^ 'G 

®i?f>fH’?' c^tatc^ cjft ^-ifa? 

»ff?p5 asl^TTi c^at? *5ai )a?t?r«) 

tT'i; ^?13T 3PirTt5i ?C5 ?£^ta 4^ 

^9tT? ?t5:f???FC*^ i c^ a^^j, 

c^iat? festjTi^axa c?"^ c^Tatr^ 4^*1 
*I*®tf%''S ^ I 

c^iatc^ c^at? *n^?*farr?i wt? srast- 

3?^ ^taT?r ac^ I 1^^ 4a^ 



JTI, a WTf^r ^ 

«>f«t5;tc'5 fall's ^t?r ^?«i *j3a> 

^s-dt ^T^sT^fci ^TJ(C’irf^?[jr ^f??i 
<^?r?slc5i c»ft '^’^?rt?p1^ dft?*! ^f?c^ ^t^t- 

C^f WTSt? fsr^Tl 'STT^t’f 5T'^1 I WTfSt 

c'ststc^ ^<( ■5;sf4i5 "^lirgi 3|C4t ^gvift 
^irc‘t?r ^inriT^t ^firc^f? i ^fsr f% cstsfT? ^5 
®rc?rT?tJ^i, 'S'JiTft’siir eff% ’^taf^^l, <3 sr?^- 
f r« ? ^fir f% c^tsjt? 

»f5; 

45[*v c^TT^tJ ^5;? «^l^^ 

“♦tf^sfT*! *Ttf3T?r 3r^j ®rtaTc^ 1^ ^Ffscis 

“*S« ^?, ^T5:tc^? 

(»v ^ f ^ 

3T*it?3tr? ’TTl'Jn;” (1%?i 

c^t«’^TsfJT?:?r? n?) ?5;i -s c^t- 

ars tt?ta ai > ar^i ai 5;l‘?i, 

awTawj af%r ^t?‘J 

; asn, “ «it?»i, 

4^!::g *^?Ta*f ; afW'S c^tat? aa?; ?f%f- 

ata*!", aa aa^rt^T? 5:^ca, viia's af^<j 

^t5;i a«i' ^r5;i caac?ita aa f:l‘ca | ainf’^ 

ajt^T^a 5;^c^ araai a^r, ^ca 

acwT^T^sa ^fac^ sti^l ck afaj. wia 



«8 


C^Ta?l Jrfir ^911 ^ 

Vf|[« sn I” (t 

?tf^ c<^ ^ig? ^^l?TsaTc^ ^ «^Tr, 

4i?[s <sr5atc?? *1 ) I 

c?; ’»!?*« •5?, c^r, ?r«.?Pt»itar ^ 

me? emste^ ^f??tfe®i?, ^«>^T?:9T 

“'srt^ ^’^arfc’t?” ?4^ ^tm? 

?t1% ^sgs 5;t?1f%*Ti cv -jf}$, w?j 

c^ inns:, ^ f% cmsrf? ae?taesa 1?8?sm:? 
SC^i mt? ^ c^r ^t?W, 'fl?^ 
»tf?gj^ ?;t?i 

JtSfTHf ^SKW sr^Jtifl >8 *rf?2$ ?:t?1S, 
^9tt? •tft$ 'flww emme^ -s emm? mf*!- 
sme? if«.*f? ■« ?ti-'5 ^trig? i <7it sfmrH? 

c^Tsrr? *f?T5K st5:«i >8 acym^^caj 

cmatc^ ^sft5^- 
?;te'® ^JT^wt? <pf?r?e>5? I (?tt^ 

<i8C^? 8® ^sfJt? ?^a ®fif, Jl^[^ Tf«faT- 

sfjte?? tf, 6 « 8 ) 1^fa ¥?ns;te? ^mr*! «J?8- 

sn? c^Tat? a?fs^ '8 ap»r aiigf? ag'ti 

W '3 «aa?F‘2tTa 

^wtea ^tc?t^*rta^? cmat? ^^t?*! a>a- 
^ca «uotma ^tc^, 4?s afR8 ^fa <rpn^ 
»isjC9p mataj 8 mca ®f1ir^ viia^s c^it^ 

?lf^^ c^ia am? c»Nr^j? ?t?«i ai ^f??i 



cjTatir 

^faf? « Isr^t’i^, irtsrtrs srr^ i ^ ft»ft- 
t%c??r ®o «r>nlr?r f^rf^ 51511 ?? jH? *rrt5 

^rtflrTi, cir f%f^^ c^lsrr? 
I i?t9! wcur^i >4i^ ♦ff?art‘Wf?c^ 
3rf% t5,||r srtifj 5r«n, %^fciT?c^? 

• ?^ifnc?r !r^iif% '3 «>fspit*r “ oeu ttift? 

?tsn «r||- c*it^ >< 1 ^ ^ ?5tc? 

t»i5rrrr3i ist^ri ^f^5i ^T^rt? ^ i;?? 

I^«( I JT^tc?? Sion ?f?51513ft f55i; 

CJi wtii’Jr 5f^f? c^ 

?f?r5 c^'^f u?*! ^f?sT ;n 1” Jit' 

^«3i uiaFt? >3 c^^z*( ♦?!%? 

S0M1 ^'3C3i? ^»tapsj ^rr^r 51 T- 

srmj c^ sirsfj utvisr 3Ftli?i ?i5rai 

3 iTR ncn 5p0 W '^?[‘tt3i:^? 

H?ftr? >^’!rf535 c^T*f srt?«) <J?33T? 

ciisrr? ?f?F»f»f ^?«i ^fT?tC53^ I 31115:1, '451? 
?J%C5!3 i?Hnr«j 5:3 1 iri? 4^ c? * 17 *^ ^w 
f?C3Tf^? ff? 5rj^«( ^58*1 ^f?!:i5, 

^51? ^1?*i f^niig^ 5:f ?i f% %?? gifi? 

^firai ? C5S531 irtfsr C? C^SU^s 435f5?? f^lSIJll 
5if?C35f5, 48? 3rc^, C5lt 55f5r?C^8; 8<t1, 

W5:c^?:«i? ?f55j¥K?ij? 00 1I5J1? 4?iir7 *(o(, 

“ ?l5:1f55tC5i 4t ?<1 ♦f?rC8??[ 4t ^<1 



at? Jic^t^ JTtt’; ^*N *^t*^ *t!lt 

^f751 TtC^, f 5;tC^t‘ WtSTT? JTlfe WK5 ; CK t^it- 
or^T 1%?, f1%?, c?pjj 

stf?^i?” «Tf^ 'ih’ ’arsntc?? 

« •0^ «^if Trfe . .^jsn, “ c^tsi?1 ^^15 fW- 
fSpf??! ^l^f^lCTf? -3 

wt^i ^?, c^^fsri CK 3^’^, c^t- 

•a?1 C5R sif?Ti ? ?f? <^?ca’tf?- c^ c^3s: ac? 

a?c«i «italir atf; 

C5ta?l f^?i TTF I” 43r^ csiatiT *^l?5it*t^tft 
cistatc^ ^^T?r ^t^c^cisa, a«ti afst 
fiFTfir^ ^sntc?!? w »f?, “ ci[ ^f?2rr¥ •a 

w?flapT^ c*it^ c^ta?1 «rmt?r 
'STtfa c^tatft^tcjp f^ma i” l^»fTf5r5: 

ffg ^«]tc^?r aajf Tt^j « «Ttt -8 

ft'Ptjr I vflf ^*1 CJ, Ttgi^fl*!, 3ri% 
famra asftc^fs, ca c^ta?i aiaij 
faair^w-di ai affagt caf* 8 srs^^fa <ftc$a 

Os, <S 

ta’m ^Tna <pa, a^t?i c^?i cat 

«^T*fHc?? a^a «rT^f% >rr?c«i a^a i?;tai | '^la-s 
•«rir$? aai c^tca? 8 aitat? 35 ;^?! l 

Shujaat Ai,i. 
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J5<F f^Tl 3 rR^ ?i*tTr^’f »ts1%^jt^tc? 

^fj’^f? ^flr^ac*! ?T5i5T ^It?tI%^Tsi; c^lc^PT^^i:? 
‘Jt^TT^pftt?' ^f%?l ®iTf5, viia^ .ii^ap 

* ^tat? Jtac^p 'st’rata 'srrt^ 

^t^;i S[^*tTa^?r >iit «^?r ^f- 

srtsi; ^ia:i, “ **f?c5Tt^ fWtf%- 

■?t!:*t? ^t?«i ca 

ag;?j‘Jtc«i ^"J!! tjtPja Jfa^c^ ®fta 

9-^t*rca ■8 ai ^c?a, ^Tt^fjr 

’sr^^i ^cmtfa ’11^’^ srrc^, 

^4ta cJit 

^f?r!n JiWTf^^ 8 ®i^CTTsf ^c?ra’ 

^fa ^sta fe«=f^^tc?r? F^iif wsfjtr?? 
^aHatc? C5i?rr?i5 ?t^? 

ai^T«. asc^'ai” ^tfa jql' ataj^^ ^taT**f^ 

f^i laa 3rf%ttt¥Tf? aT5ar^8 

•1 

^«^a asffsrta I 


* irraraj -sranr “ arnii ” asc^ i 



<^t>T? <Tr sw 

sf%?p-ptr^, ^ ?s^?pg?f)jr 3 j 1% ifC- 

s^l?^ cwgacifj 

’T5tTeT W?t^1 SlT“v57t5:tf? 

<8 SfsiT^'S 

^tiT; ^ >4’ ^)%5t«i *iir- 

5:tc<[? Trff>s «iltSi *ja?p‘2rtsr acJ^T- 

. acifj c^U S£^1? ^f?r sTlI^, j%i; 

^?«tt*n:? ®r^#j t£siT«i 

c^nar’i’ 5i^?tf%^tvi, ^^3-<Ptc?r f^f^i3 

<3 wTRt? acJrrsicsfj «71 ^tf^~ 

^ItSI. C^t C?1’^J JTtJn ?l^1? SfT? 

5c^j?r ^t?;tf'rr?t? ^wV 

^?? srfir ^*n 31^ fafsr^ ^t?, '^l^^ 3rf^8 
C3ll' 3i5rg nfSIt*! >i?55l Jf’fJT 

c^?n stc^, 1^ ¥»f^ic??n e£c?rwirtJr3iTC? 

^■t5;'rf^?tc^ *t«t^ ^fltgi ^ ^ 

3fa^ ?;?, ^’5:1 f^rf^i^ c^r 3t^*ff%aTJf 

i>rsr<p 

^T?r*i RfiT iff?*) ^c?rJr 1 

^;rr Jiac? 'swt? araisn:*fj -iil^ 

^?r, c^ JT’nf’Y ^rsiftir c?tT^ ‘*)?p- 



¥i?r 

^'3' c^trsf ^Tf:TC^ f?(?f^ 

I ^C5 f% y^tc? c^t at® 

wjnr 3^TC9? f^n? >iaT5fta ^f?c« 
»IS5f WTl^ ft’FT? f?[7C!r c^ta ?j- 

• ^t? ^f? att, f%i c^ta c^1»tT- 

tcaT‘f¥T?n ^?cq 'sif^si'ral 

I ‘iia^ jptc^T wtalT acaTac^fJ ^- 
spt? =9r?cc»tT>t¥ ca jt-^j c^l 4^at^ 

»iatr? '^a^c^iT’Tf? tl5?<i f?^?r«i *J?85?? jja^ 
'sjTc^if^ tlTTa '^zit, f%^ wjfta ®stf|aTf^ wst*fj 
3iaflc«( c^sasi 4?pat^g ^Tc®iT5aT«n wa- 

®=I^ ^ »ia^ | ?re.<i»t- 

faatcaT*^^ aftatc^ 

5;f?l <^f?r^’*fj 4a“v '^5 

^a}?r afw‘f«K5f ^*^!:a*fa, '3 
«tt<^ 'sjsrtfw^ ^a ^^3- 

as?c*i ^C¥ ^ata ^^‘in «^sTr?a »f?t?‘( 5:^ca, 

yic*a^ aft I asti, 2£sta'r5fnr??r <^spa 

^ca, “^Tatc^ ^Tf^ c^tc^?i ftPT? =|Tca -s 

'si^atfa c«itc^?n *j‘tjatai:a?r a«K« am?c^ 

^Tfaca ai i” 



« sff^^r? ®rT- 

aT?r snrsnawj l^fsps. c?ft«TC^«t i >rf^« 

^ fl^^r f^tJT ?t^t? ^*Tf^ ^f? ^1, 

^?r ’ajtir- 

C^t^ ^J5:T5(7^ SfJTlsftCfT ’isrg if^ 

^Wcar ^t5;i ^f3gl ?tC4tar, 
^«tF '5t5:i ’T«i^ srtr^, 

^a««=i ^t5(tr<r ^?r ^ »fa^ 
<Yf5*3;‘r Jww 5rjT*^t?ft 

srtc?pa 1 5r;5f^ ?«f Jl^^^rt■5f^? ^ scsa Jrnrt1%5t 
3[*fT»rTC?r? 1^ ft aw, 

*5r^5t^ ^^JT, 3?5t« 

« 5pa3i ^^ra’??:?? »rspj;<ir 


Shujaat Ali. 
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•SC?: ??nE«f ^vrr^ i 

?is^rjT?5's? ^rc5rr«Tc<r ?p?r ^-^^TstTfr n 
?PTf^T TTsr ?isj c? srsr^r i 
■stTf^T f'ai a^ ^ « 

farf^c!?^ ^ ^ c? i 

^ cacsr <ilt}% C5W ii 

“ sitl^ (TStsitf^^t!:^ 5T«T ^Jrjt?r JrjT?' 

’5i?fT®< -sflcts Jisiaq 3ff3(:i5 ^T?rirt5r I >fl 

■5CJT] c^TSTf’f? R?C5 a^1 «T?irt!:« 

■?nf5 I” 1%^75 >ii^T*f*fT5fJT?r a(f | 

c^ jrT^^st*), aftig iTRlf-isf aci(ti:?r a 

^Ft? ?a^ g'fciT al%’’x*i I ggt- 

ac^iHeT, c^ afST? fsiT??rc*r?Ts sii^Tfrtcsr 
c<imaj ^•f?c^ Jfiasf «ist5 
W? CF isrcHF iRifji lR’‘fT?if 

5rf% (gstfir^tn^s ca? ^f?c« atc?JT 

in I ^t^tiTJlTC? fafitg gga 

^ y 

JTTsjTin^ <r»ri( jw?; irf¥g 

?;'Q?Tcg wiiT^TCJtf ^’5'T?n ^wca fawi 

E 3 




jit?, 4^rtTj»r 

^1?^? ?c»f ^t’^i srtc^p, c^ c^JT 

?E^nir Jia^^ atsPTsa- 

^ stg’m I *37H f«if5r3 
^’flr?r3r vfi^t’Ti' wiatc?? .ii^ft- 

^1 c^ »ii^ <T?si ij^j sr|% 

ttt’^'i >3 

vcsa 

<^5i caat^Jf <2 “^g ^gjt?” 

’rgc?? w’^Ttgi ^t5:T<r ^*t:r -a c^»i^T- 

5)f5 I g?r <3 ^gjt? ?C^t?r ?t‘tn 

a c^5:tT6 ■a •^$t?tg?tc*r?a n?^g 

e£®f? a c^Ttrr^n i Jnsgis 
sir^T^g «^ifT<^'»i ^ttus 

1%g ?{^T? gtsn=5i f:?‘gT:5; ^i^n, 

ttsrsr^s, ^t5;TC^ sigsett^ cet^i ^pcgar, 

^f%nT®jJr a ^i:?rg, 

g^cgg gi i 

'ii^«i <4”5rf?[5s gi^j?T?n ^ 

w/t) 

4g®\ f%fga eg €«>g?ew 'sg'tg 3¥w% gsgf 
Jtngg giggiTtgi gsfgc^csg '^t^ta 

^ 4’^fgg' gTg*jgtgi ^g^’Jfggc^'f ?£^n i 

iwisw'g ^fg atc?t *>fgwg ^’g'jatcg “ 1^ eg 
gt*itg sgg g?: etts a set^^rtgg a 

gsflK^i^g, '^g'v ^?;tf^c?tg *ifg^:?f 



8« 

*'1?W 'artc^ir, 7mw\ I 

rr*v ^!Tji jj^cy <:^ *W5 ^ww«t 

^■nn^i, •wfcl5?r ‘flis’ftin ♦tf?c»ft5f ^?n 

•*s 

<4ftc$? ^5«fT ^'551 Tfw JTsrc^ f^^^^"f 
<^firr^T5f ?p?c*f?r ^#5 ^tjt, 47®n '%t5:t? 

’i^TJfrsr?' »i“vC7iiRi 
i:t’?rtr^; c^r c^it^ ®r1%aiir 

jfcig < 1 ^ ■^^9’ ^c^iT^p awi 3r5[^7«i' 

rrfe^iJr, 5iM ^T5:ti^c?t? 

«TT^ etT’^‘1? «rf^^T?t 

^?i) %t5:t? S'!;! 

CJf^TC^ (:»f3ir3?TJ? JISIC^ '5T- 

Jt^t<r*i ^?i) ^ittJT^fH ^Tci? I 

^'Tfa »tc^ t£^t<r <3 

^f?rc*fT5f ^irn w<i’*fj ^w 
^5i<>f 4^ fS[5r;i ?;f‘r5 nTC?r, cn fsfSl 

^Tfiicg*- >rtt%’^?r ctta <3 %t^1ir 

55rT^ Jisi3?:c^ l ’srTfsi fsrsitJn 

^f?r, c^ 4t f5<rT?; f^?rsf ^ 

?I^^T«T5r '5i?t?i 7C?? gfe 

srcs^fj jj-vcTfsc^?- atiTTftsf f3i>pT^ 5Tr^3 

irrsrtft’a fa?ra ?tf^«Tr«iw?: f% f^- 

*nin^??r ^fta 
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'5151*0 

<*s, 

^Tfc^, tt^ %1Tr? ^5fTir 's^c^? C"rt5t^»fc;i 

'^l'a■^ '®t?:tTtt* tt^<r ^?Tf; 

far^%in JT^TJfCJT JTtfaPW*^ «Tf%in 

T[? ttftr *j:?^T3:? '5r3?ft'^j «tTl%c? i ^t^i t 
^nf’t if^fltrjrir Jrt^'ssr ?£l%s5^! 

^51TT? Ttft? H^sn 35^ 

sicict^ 'J^5;'T? nf?*fT^ <istiryi5: ^-dfsi? 

5ftcit^tftsr 3?f?3:'5C’5ar i f^i KT? ! 'flf 

sicsg ?C^t? 51T5J 

"siTC^JT. ^rr5:T?i JTta 5rfci3 ^Tfs -srfc^ ctcw 
^^f'T Jitsfaj '5i^?5r^1 tC^t?r 

^f??ii ^?T?: ^rt^matig gsr?r^l 'st- 

^tf^C5t3 3ErT7^7?r 

'5Tiitgi t?'35TTf^?' sTCig 

'srm 1 CK 'T'si^i ^5i^Tf?5t*t, 

t,v 

'3 caa c'STan 

I^ ctjcatif? 5;? ai ? 

cifWl? 'Slit? c?[a 

'srsfJtcajt^^K? f^!C?Tsa 
wifa ifC’jrfW^ ajr?r vs^ 

?nNagt?1 nfgsf ^fsrc^ « 'STn^'® 

c^ estate?? f^ft?' 

^n?*! c*il: f^a 5:?ca, a«<- 

a»tt»i a^a«. ?£^f% wt'sata «t?3a?, “ ck 



8 (^ 


®rfat? ^-s,” ff% 

^tT'fsn I ?rr<f=^i 31'^ 

> ^f^'S c^tsr 

3:3, ^It 3 C^firr^? 3f5l$ 3t?FJ 

31 ?5‘31 ^'Qj^ caC33 'smp? 3^3«. ^T?13 R3itt3^ 
. 331, “ ^ ^^3 ^?, ^tfa estate?? *^f?- 

3^|” 

• c^ ^a«CS1? f33t*f 'aT3’^J¥tf3, C3 
33 ^31^=3 -3 3f^^, '^T3:f3tt' C3taT3 

^3C^3[ 3lf3^t3 ^f33tC5 I Jifw®1C3 C^T- 

at3 aC3 1% 51^3 ^33 5;3 ai? 43°\ 3Jt3- 
f3irT3l3^ ^t3 c^taTC^ f^ uf^^i »i^’t 

3Tf^f^«.353 C3t3 ^3t3 31? ^fa t5;i 

C3 ^3C33 ?Ei% ?C3-t«f ^t3tST 3K^J3 

'^> 

3iaj31 « 3r3C3:^1 3531 3;3, '^l3^ ^’fT3l 3i33>!tC33 
"rtJ33^1 ?£^T*f <Tt3? >ilt C3t3 3:3 

C3 3I3»fJt C^t3 «tr»tl33: ?tffg C^TSIT3 3]T3f3Ft3- 

33t^33*l ^3"® C^tatC^ 3aC3T^ aT3f3^ 
JTc-jr 3ff33tr5l ’siu C3 33^^ 

3rf$ «rt¥f33' Ci^t3^ ^C’TOI ^f33Tfe33, 'St- 
3:tt C^at3 €*ft*t33‘) ^^3^ 35r- 

3¥^3 ®tC3 43“\ 'ftfa SC^T3 ^33^*11 

^f33tC^ I 

C3t3 33 C3 »f3t3 <i t‘f^C33 3-!irf%3t3 

<3tat3 33¥3*t 3^31?:^ I «rt31! ^2t 



8 5# 


<par f?[^Wsf7JC 

«l|^^ 5icsfJ JTttr® «rri:? ? 

5T1^, C^r (rSt^lT?’ TEtRf^T^ .’st^ t% 

A 

«r^t5t « 'ffsi 4f 5iT“\»rs?r 

^t^‘^'sfi^i1l^ <r5t5it? ’T|;a^?r ?5?f- 

^t?r asij^tJr ^it- 

ffranr^t’ Ti ^?, jgx^-Tsr^i -fc^rn- 

^c*ra ftst •»rT*rj rrcJirt' 

^ «^f?5^J1 ^?’, f^ 

«r7’«fjt’ ^si^T I cff^rc^ 

C5I 551 % ^?t?: -3 ^5:t^ f^- 

vii5»s ^fsj^'ft’ f^T? 

; Jf^?t°\ c^Tat? at^rf^^ scat?;? wKi 
^T5;i 'ii^c*T ^tr^i ck 

wR;i! {^ c^taTfif!:^? 

! ®n^i, ^ 

Rfaf^r-ap t£|1% c^taTfxcn? c^w. '5T’t^?r«( 

>3 ^f?nnz5’t c^a?i ^taT? 

?rt^j 5[5;«i ^t«}? ♦tT*^ ^a- 

^^l5^ c^atftr^t?’ 

ar^^tt? ^‘ft? ■f^«t al^>tc‘i?’ ^0^a¥t^^ 

cttar^c^sir 5:'3 1 

ai?*i as? or «r1^V? *t«rr'f, 

'iia's 5PW ^®T ?rf*^*f? trfa 1 

«ri% aT 5 [ ftaa acsot c^tatc^ ^a^a? 



8^ 


♦ftst 

?:«, c3Ftsrr^ capi?it?F ^atr^f ^«t- 

^f?ni ^ti;i, ca c^T- 

Kt<r araiacsfj f% ^ 

*j*f aaf^sirsl" cistatT 

«'t5:i, >^f ^"^jsFa^ ^^la^^a, ■q 'airai? 

far^*f >^la^ c^tat? caa^T?! 

'55^ f55t?r JT^m c^Tai?r 
ca ft •q ^t'ca. 

ST^T at? acataw f?5t/ ^?5:, ^t?*i ^Wi 
cTtat? cat stral’sr?:?? stft sji^n <3 ^?j«.- 
ipTCPi csfcata? «^T!:? i 

f'^K^ c^ta aa»f|2T 'sit^i ^ftns *Yn:?a. ca 
■5iTfa ca ria^ atft^ ^at- 

2ira ®rtat? at‘^1 ajtci 5 , 

ar^s^?:*! 3TC*i(^ 

a? «naTC^ «^?t^'!it ^a | ^tai, cw 

aftrtji^iai ■'5?^'ft ai ®ra- 

cj^ «i?8J!? ^al? anaat*^^ 'at^Ta afa<( as?, 

aai, fa-sfftc?? ^caatanc?? «aa,« at^itf^? 

'sranc?? ai^a <aa, 4a®\ so 

^artc?? ♦f^pfa's^ft na, “c^ta?! art^iT? ?tft 
fft?, artla'S c^tarra? S£ft f^ftai” 

4as “‘ ajtfa, ajtfaf ^«i (TStaur aT«>f- 
?‘ra at^i ^f?, <3 c^TaTjr »rr’^ aca ^f? ai i” 



«!rf^ ?TiT*f *^»f, “^Tci 

^srrfs ^KTt«r? 5fi5?ri wjn ^f?Ti ^T5:ti:w? 

♦ff<^ « '5r’^?tsf ®rT? ^?i:q <5rTl^? *(11” 
vi*tf ’nn »ff?[‘3;*rai 

c^t? ^tlst? Rfs 

H’TO? i 

■jr«.7irtc?T c^tatc^ ’Ril’X'f wt^tcsr 

ssjtsiq ^ 4 ^ c^tsH 'Sit? f?5t¥ 

ttnrt's? I%? afif? 'siti:®, 

jpu 35;t?ti:^, ^t? ^nc*! 

n?tir'« 5:'S? c'^tsrt? ?itjM 'S’ft? cttsi f??t? 

’SC? TWt^ 

C?Wt¥ t?l?t?5lf*IfC? ^t%- 

Ststt*! ec^j^ ^?, >3'^5i^tf?r ??: 

f*w? flSIil ^f??1 v5iO? 

mfT< >^i?°N ■J^rt? %T5;t? 

^tt’nrs's cTfxf, ecctfl'5 

3 p«f>tgj <j ^n?Tt?C<P 

ai3c®iT^? SiWtsitia ’^rajt'S' »R5rt?'5j 

f?rr? 

?5.i fiTf4t^ c^ “ ?t3n 'STt’W ’Jcisi? 

f??tf: f^?t 

ctt?*! ^flicfisr; fip? '5t^T?i «rTf?c'3 
sn, ?t3fi sr^n^J 



(:e£{r«i 

0 (^, ^rfsrf? ^Tfsr wT^JT 

^5lTtt1% ^t^«. 4tlTfJ ’I'fS'Sft 

;?ft5iTa, <:^a?n (af« 

^Tf^'>\’»rtsfJtnr? n«i) 

“f2P5 ^ 5^511 

?tt«f5n ■351%5T I ?£9ra[ 

3F?r ^t35;i citf^c^ wtstc^ .. 

«rtaTc^ ^f?r5 

^tf5r nt^ c^?l ?5iTf ^T5:T* 

c^? 5pf5c^ ^isTtr^ 

?pai 5pf?c^ f^c^riR ^f?r« I ®rT7 4 <p 
' ssrt^ f^^rt?: 5pf?^?r, 'srl^ <^Tf?^ ^ni” 

(«T^, ^8 Wjr? :>t»vo ^) 

vi)^i:*i t5:i CNStsitir «r5^? jrs!sj«r 

c^t^fa ^tv5«i'3 

vilJl-’v ^?'3 C^THT? ^f?rC15C5Jr, 'SC? ^ 

^T?c«i errs ?i ?;'S ? m??T? c?? ^t?r 

®5T?i 7Pt?«i '5ic?T5tJ ®r^?t'??tc«i5 ^r?- 

c? t£?5t? 'ar?^ ?1V^ 'arrc^, '8T5:'i 
f^ c^tsit? '5r^c$ ^fecff-s ^rfec'S *tTc? i 
§<>fc?t'?F fSfaf5'5?r‘i f^c? '5rf!5f% af?«( 

, ^«t1, “ '3r1t5r c^tsJtlW'stc^ ^t^rsfe, 4 I^«- 
faj'sc??* ac?j «rtaiir j?? ?Tf3C«tc's? 



an I” ^8 

w1% ?nftc5?'tw -s 

'♦s 

^t^ari JI3q^ Sf^«t spfel 4'’5l’f?<P 

^ Jiciicif gf's I JTTfjf^f ^5r, cv ^tfsr 

aitsi ^ir^i ^f?. 

5i^t^ af^c?r itasTMJi^ 

^f?, '3^?' ®r<r?:^5il ^i?c^ Jiitl 

’ «K. 

sttfe, ^c^frtJ wlf5i 

'K 

I l‘5:t?r ^iTfst fafsr fsifir^ 

*l 

^3f*tt^?r z*fi( (r«t!:^?r C3ft^t^(:«f] 

etTt’'fjr sfJiqTp?-; ar?t fiifsi'® ^50t?r 

^o *^i:it, “'$4^ cnt ?W '3i«j't?t^ 

f%^c?r wttc«T *^-3- cji? 

citfir^n '5t5;ti:^ ^f^- 

c^ar, cw. <rjt%c?c^ -^i^tirar 

?c*i' car flap's? I 

^•MJT ?i'5fi ^{^c^iar, 5'5:tc^ ?;?■?:<( 

c>r ^tcar C?t^ar ^ Tic-giT I9?r«| 
5;?r, c7[^ i” 

|“i;-t?" vilf c«Tc^? ’ia?j; ^tc^rt^ar i 

^fat f^att?: ar^^T'?! ta(?si Jjsi^ 

cart^tJ atgrtfif ^f?sft;( ^?, ^C?? si^^tai 

i(T?«i srt^tafwatj ^?if?r 

^^c«(, 5;<31 ^f? TisTF !5rl% 

<N <V ’ ^ 

*il^ ^arar 5;>3, ^Pt?*! • c^tat?' 



'3 f^Jit^: 5jf%?(:??^ rr? c»rf«t?tj- 

WQ Jiiair 

t^, c^tatf*ics|?r acsfj >ii^Ti: 

c»t5r 55fi^H *^t!:<r i ai^j 

aiTCiit^ff? c^taT? fF<r^Tr«i? F?4t ^f?- 
c^cw, a1% ^tiH' « iTt^ifta' 

^ <K 

5:-3, ^“^5 aas^f^^ 5{w%tif^<t 

^f?3 ail wt? 

ajf^^t(:*t?r c*fa 5;?Ti% c^a ^-ofa 'sjstai 

fp?fta c^tat?r sfw fa*^c>t? 3 a1% 

<K. 

isua? 

c^tatfac^ta aT^citat ^I'al '^’^f?^ 'sa 
^{^“ra <^?sa? ^a.g:l^ acatfaaia afai:^ artfa faSl^ 
®tca lairaaa ^fa, jqas c^ca 

a:5‘ai ^W’^aatai c^tatfafl'i:^ aitaa«i 

ataai afa; ai^^ia 5^5:13 i% c^tatfat?!? ^aa- 
aTca an^ft^taa <^?sa? ^faaja. ac4f? 

^*1' a;»caa ai i aaif^a c^'aaatai f^ta ^rfa- 
Tf^l artfa arsa as^atap f3fa?r% a^laai 

csiata ayatc?f a^^Tai >fla“\ aajfn 

tti'^ai 3 ^^at¥t?l t^ia ataa ^ca arfaa^ 
?£l€ats0fa fasata*! ^asaa ^faaca a^a 
arta. 1 ! c^tata ^ta*! aa)a ar^s^a«( a'S'ts' at- 
c«c5,faa asja^t^ t‘5;Ta ^at‘f^^ ; aai, 
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